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PR EFAC E

Some of the more dramat ic political and strategic gains of the 
Soviet Union in the post-World War I I period have been in the Middle 
East. In a region where the Soviet Union had few interests  and certainly  no real policy in 1945, it  now has a deep involvement with im
plications which also extend to the entire Mediterranean area.

The Soviet Union’s policy in the Middle East has been basically 
opportunistic  but often pragmat ic. Since the  late 1950’s, fo r example, 
the Soviet Union has supported the Arabs in the A rab-Israel i con diet because it feels the A rabs can serve its  interests and help mainta in its 
influence in the Middle East. At the same time, the Soviet Union does not want war  in the  Middle Ea st and supports United Nations Resolution No. 242—that  is, the Arab interp reta tion  of it.

Soviet policy in this area seems to have military, economic and po lit
ical components although the goals and specific methods of policy implementat ion remain vague and incoherent.

Three aspects of Soviet mili tary  presence are noteworthy. Fir st,  until the early 1960’s, the Soviet Union did not have a Mediterranean 
fleet. However, since about 1964, Soviet naval forces have s teadily in
creased to the point where the predom inant Western naval presence, and parti cula rly the U.S. 6th Fleet, is challenged.

Second, since the mid-1960’s, the Soviet Union has given substantia l 
and continuing milit ary aid to many Arab  countries. By the early 
1970’s, 11 Arab  governments are buying Sovie t a rms and at least six are committed to the Soviet Union for spare parts.

Third , the introduction of h ighly sophisticated airc raf t and air de
fense systems with missiles into Egypt in recent years along with the 
presence of some 10,000 Russ ian milita ry technicians has  added  a new and potentia lly crucial factor to the mili tary  si tuation  in  the Eastern Mediterranean.

The economic and political aspects of Soviet policy and presence are 
equally important and indicative of long-range  commitments in the area. Over $2 billion worth of economic credit, half of which has been drawn down, numerous large construction projects like the 
Aswan Dam in Egypt  and the Tabqa Dam in Syria, and extensive 
barte r trad ing are evidence of a strong  economic tie between the Soviet Union and the Arab world.

The Soviet Union approach to Arab  pol itics has also been both op
portunistic and pragmatic . I n extensive consultations with Arab leaders, the Soviets have stressed thei r support for those with political power rath er than  those dedicated local Communists and Marxists  seeking the introduction of specific Communist or Socialist programs 
and ideologies, and m ilita ry junta s are often given complete support regardless of thei r abilities-

Despite the success of the Soviet Union in the Arab world, its policies are fraugh t with problems: mili tary  and economic a id are ex-
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pensive; th e volatility of Arab  politics means regimes can fall quickly, as was the case in the Sudan ; the Soviets are not politically well liked by some Arab countries although their aid is appreciated; there is a basic Arab nationalist opposition to communism: and conflict in the Middle East raises the possibility of a confrontation  with the United States, a danger the Soviet Union wants to avoid.But this Soviet involvement and presence in the Middle East and Easte rn Mediterranean creates equally important potential problems for the West in general and our European allies in particular. The fact tha t the Middle East  possesses over three-fourths of the world’s proven oil reserves and th at Europe obtains about three-fourths of  its energy needs from the Middle Eas t adds an important dimension to Western Eu rope’s interest in the Middle East.
The possible implications of Soviet control over Western Europe’s access to Middle East oil or of Soviet Mediterranean presence on NATO and the Western alliance are only two factors which concern policymakers in the West and pose dilemmas for United States policy both in the Middle E ast and the Mediterranean Sea.Some of these more important questions in need of answers are: Wh at are the goals of the Soviet Union in the Middle East? Does the Soviet Union want war, peace o r stalemate in the Arab-Israeli conflict? Why does the Soviet Union have such an extensive military  presence in the Mediterranean Sea and the Middle East ? W hat would the Soviet Union do in another Middle East war? Are the Soviets interested in the Middle East  for its oil or geographic centrality? Is  Soviet policy in the Middle East and Eastern Mediterranean designed primarily to weaken the West European defense alliance and NATO?
With  regard to Soviet foreign policy, many other questions can be raised. M ha t prior ity does Middle East  policy have in Soviet foreign policy? How does that  policy compare with policies toward China, Europe, th e United States and other developing countries? Wha t pressure groups are there in the Soviet Union both for and agains t par ticular policies and presences in this  area ? Hoes the Soviet Union have a master p lan for the Middle Eas t based on ideology, expansionist designs or history ?
For Western Europe, the situation in the Middle Eas t and Eastern Mediterranean poses still other questions. What should be Western Euro pe’s policy and presence in the Easte rn Mediterranean? How do most of our allies view the Middle East crisis? Ho they  think they can mainta in access to Middle Eas t oil for the foreseeable future? Wha t do our allies perceive to be the goals of Soviet policy in this region ? What role do they see for NATO in the Easte rn Mediterranean ? O r can the Eas tern Mediterranean possibly be included in any zone of East-West detente  ?
In a search for the best responses to these and other questions, the Subcommittee on Europe and the Subcommittee on the Near East held a joint series of five public hearings  and one executive session in October and November of 1971. The subcommittees heard the testimony of over 10 witnesses and the hearings  proved s timula ting and productive both substantively and procedurally. An increasing number of interrelated  foreign policy issues o f relevance to the Committee on Foreign Affairs cannot be thoroughly scrutinized under the jurisdic-
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tion of any one subcommittee, so such joint  hearings should continue 
to provide a new and enriching method of inquiry.

The subcommittees benefited from the prepa red statements and 
testimonies of all witnesses, and the record of these hearings will serve 
as the most important and comprehensive document the Congress has 
produced on this  problem area with which Western Europe, the Soviet 
Union and the United States  are so deeply concerned. While more 
questions might have been raised than answers given, Members of 
Congress, policymakers, scholars, and all Americans interested in 
Soviet foreign policy, the Middle East, or the Western alliance will 
benefit from the discussion of this difficult issue.

SOME CONCLUSIONS

Because there were so many diverse themes and several important 
conclusions ru nning throu gh these hearings, it is im practica l to sum
marize them here. B ut it might be useful to indicate four of the most 
important poin ts made.

Firs t, the Soviet Union today prefers a sta te of controlled tension in 
the Middle Eas t to a situation of war or peace. It  would seem tha t 
while Marxists claim capitalism needs war to prosper, Soviet Middle 
East influence needs tension to survive.

Second, the Soviet Union has no timetable or master plan in the 
Middle East  but  it  has momentum. Its  success is due. in large p art , to 
its ability to take advantage of situations, in part icular, political in
stabi lity and the Arab- Israel i conflict. Soviet policy, then, has been 
general ly reactive, flexible, and opportunistic.

Third. Middle East policy is not a top priority item in Soviet for 
eign policy: Issues involving China, Europe,  and the United States  
are more important. Soviet goals in the Middle Eas t are related  to 
other objectives, part icularly  the Soviet Union’s desire for a strong 
Mediterranean presence and for the neutra lization , or at least the 
vulnerabi lity, of NATO.

Four th, while our European allies might be concerned about the 
Soviet Union’s presence in th is region and the potential threat to  their 
oil supply  in a crisis situation , they appear unwilling to do much 
about it. Their reluctance to  deal with what the United States consid
ers the dangers of Soviet involvement in the Middle East stems in part 
from the fact tha t they feel they can accommodate most Soviet goals 
in the area and also they are not strong nuclear powers and could not, 
in any case, deter Soviet maneuvering in the Eastern Mediterranean. 
Europe relies on the umbrella of the Western or NATO defense sys
tem with a large American presence.

We hope th at these hearings will prove beneficial for every reader 
and while we consider this record very valuable, many of the topics 
discussed and developed here might serve as subjects for futu re in
quiries of the subcommittee.

B e n ja m in  S . R ose nth al . 
Chairman. Subcommittee  on Europe.

L ee  IT.  H am il to n ,
Chairman. Subcommittee on the Near East.

D ec em ber 1971 .
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SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE 
WESTERN RESPONSE

TUESDA Y, OCTOBER 19, 1971

H ouse of R epresentatives,
* Committee  on F oreign A ffairs,

Subcommittees  on E urope
and th e Near E ast,

Washing ton, D.C.
The joint subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn House 

Office Building, Hon. Lee H. Hamil ton (chairman of the Subcom
mittee on the Near East) presiding.

Mr. H amilton. This joint meeting of the Subcommittee on the Near 
Eas t and the Subcommittee on Europe will come to order.

Today’s hearing is the first in a series of jo int hearings of the E uro 
pean and Near Eas t Subcommittees entitled “Soviet Involvement  in 
the Middle Eas t and the Western Response.”

This important subject provides a unique opportunity  for the two 
subcommittees to study one of the significant issues affecting the 
Eastern Mediterranean, the problem of war and peace in the Middle 
East,  and the relations  of the United States  and Russia with the 
countries of the Middle East.

Precisely because of the complexity of so many internationa l issues 
which cut across the  specific jurisdictions of the various subcommit
tees, we have deemed it beneficial to approach th is problem area with 
a series of joint hearings. It  is our hope th at this series will lead to 
other joint hearings involving  at least two subcommittees.

Today we are especially interes ted in examining the premises of 
> Soviet foreign policy and the Soviet approach toward developing

countries. We are happy  to have with us two prominent scholars, Dr. 
Herbert S. Dinerstein, who is directo r of Soviet Studies in Johns 
Hopkins University School of Advanced Inte rnat iona l Studies and 

' who has written  extensively on Soviet foreign policy, and is pa rticu
larly  interested in Soviet foreign  policy toward developing countries.

Within this field Dr . Dinerstein  has specialized on La tin American- 
Soviet ties.

Dr. Walt er Laqueur, our other witness, is current ly director of  the  
Inst itute of Contemporary History and the Wiener Library in Lon
don. Dr. Laqueur is also interested  in the general issue of Soviet 
foreign policy and has writt en two books on the topic of Soviet in
volvement in the Middle East.

Dr. D inerstein, you have a prep ared  statement and you may proceed 
as you see fit, reading or summarizing, and we will have your state
ment followed immediately by the statement of Dr. Laqueur.

(1)
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STATEMENT OF HERBERT S. DINE RSTE IN, DIRECTOR, SOVIET
STUDIES PROGRAM, SCHOOL OF ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL
STUDIES, JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY

(The biography of Mr. Dinerstein appears on p. 185.)
Dr. Dinerstein. I f I may, Mr. Hamilton,  I  would prefer to briefly 

summarize this statement since it is available and in whatever time is left, discuss what seem most interesting to your committee.
SOVIET UN ION  AND DEVELOPING COUNTRIES *

The point of my written remarks is that the Soviet Union’s view of the problems of underdeveloped countries and the opportunities  are just the opposite of our theories. Thus we and the Soviet Union fail •to mesh in  our approach to the problem of underdeveloped countries. Trad itionally in this country, what we have feared most is tha t underdeveloped countries might be subverted and tha t the Soviet Union might introduce communism into them. I think it is fai r to say that 
this assumption was at the basis of a good deal of our foreign policy for a good many years.

Since we had already brought  almost every industrialized  country in 
the world except Sweden and Switzerland into our alliance system, we felt that the opportunit ies for the Soviet Union would be precisely in the underdeveloped countries and th at the  problem was subversion and the transition  to communism in those countries.

Without remarking on the validi ty of that assumption, I  would like to say that  the Soviet Union makes the opposite assumption. Their 
interest in underdeveloped countries has put the communization of these countries at the bottom of thei r list of priorities.

I want to make clear that I am not trying to say the Soviet Union is not interested in having more socialist countries. But their  priority 
list is based more on what they think  is possible—opportuni ties and 
costs. On the whole they have been very bearish about the possibility of bring ing communism to  other countries and they have been very impressed by the cost of doing so, whether they succeed or whether they fail.

Since 1920 the Soviet Union has held to a theory, formulated by Lenin, that, the great opportunities for bringing communism to countries would derive from the anticolonial movement. Later, afte r most colonies had disappeared,  aggressive nationalism became the point d’appui of Soviet policy. #
TWO OF TH E NEW  COUNTRIES ARE SOCIALISTIC

Since 1945. of all the colonies which have achieved independence, only two have become socialistic—North Vietnam and Cuba. All the rest somehow have gone through the trava il of ga ining independence without adopting communism.
So it is not a very good theory s tatistica lly. I will just add tha t when a country has become socialistic, and you might say when it has become socialistic premature ly, it has cost the Soviet Union a great  deal of money. So the only countries that  have become socialistic since 1943 have been poor and backward. The only exception is Czechoslovakia 

and they did pret ty well in turn ing that into a poor country.
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So the Soviet Union’s experience has been tha t all new socialistic countries have been poor, they have required Soviet resources greater 
than the Soviet Union has been willing to pay. Consequently they have 
been ra ther  jaundiced  on pushing backward countries into socialism.

SOVIET UNIO N ACTS AS GREAT POWER

Then why are they  so interested  in underdeveloped countries ? They 
devote a lot of attent ion to it and they spend some money. They are interested in underdeveloped countries because they feel that a great ’ power should have global interests  and they feel that they have reacheda stage in the world where their interests extend beyond the countries 
bordering on the Soviet Union. Their  interests extend to the whole world.

They try to match what they think  the Un ited S tates is doing or did 
do and their  general att itude towards  these problems is like many other Soviet attitudes, very old-fashioned, very 19th century. As someone 
facetiously said, but also with a certain amount of point, “What the 
Soviets are try ing  to do is to reestablish the Bri tish  lifeline from India to Great Bri tain .”

When you ask why, it is very difficult. When I ta lked to  some of my 
Soviet acquaintances and I asked them why, the answer is almost like, well, it is there, there is no pa rticu lar reason except that great powers 
have to do these things,  and particularly in the Near Eas t if you examine the situation, there is very little  likelihood of progress toward 
making Communistic States.

Probably the best prospect would have been Isra el itself, but in all  
the other Arab States  the chances for communism a re very poor. B ut tha t doesn’t make any difference, because what  the Soviet Union is interested in in the Near East, as it  is in the rest of the  underdeveloped world, is having a great power presence.

CLIEN TS AND POWER

Now I  think  tha t in the long run the Soviet Union will discover, 
as the United  States  has discovered in par t, tha t when the age of 
imperialism is over, collecting clients in the underdeveloped and poor * world is not adding to your power; it is adding to  your burdens. Itcosts money.

It  is an open question from a scholarly poin t of view as to whether in 
the imperial age they paid or didn’t pay, but now everyone knows they « don’t pay. Vietnam doesn’t pay the United States, Egypt  doesn’t
pay the Soviet Union. So in this age and in the years to come collect
ing clients means collecting headaches.

Now I  think  t ha t even though some Soviet people realize this, the 
people who realize this  are people like myself who don’t exercise a 
grea t deal of power. They are observers, they  are scholarly persons, and the people a t the top of the Soviet Union don’t see it this way. They see this as a necessary and valuable adjunct to power.

FUTURE BIG POWER ATTITUDES

Now I think  tha t in the distant future, the next 20 years or  so, the 
Soviet and the American attitudes toward  underdeveloped countries will be modeled on their atti tude to sub-Saharan Africa.  It  doesn’t
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count, it is not going anyplace, it doesn’t make any difference in the 
power balance, and thus you have a kind of mutual agreement not to 
pay much at tention to the sub-Sahara in Africa.

I think over the long term the same attitude may prevail even in 
the Middle East,  but politics is not very believable in the long run.
Politics deals such for short and medium range, and I think that  
in the Mediterranean we are going to have very severe conflicts.

Mr. Hamilton. Thank you very much, Dr. Dinerstein.
(The full text of Air. Dinerste in’s statement appears on p. 22.)

»
STATEMENT OF WALTER LAQUEUR, DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE  OF

CONTEMPORARY HISTORY, WIENER LIBRARY, LONDON, ENG
LAND ,

(The biography of Air. Laqueur  appears on p. 186.)
Dr. Laqueur. I also would like to summarize very briefly my paper 

which is available.
SOVIET GOALS IN  MIDDLE EAST

The interests of the Soviet Union in the Aliddle East are those of a 
superpower, which in an adjacent area has good prospects to expand 
its political and military influence.

SOVIET PRIORIT IES

At this moment the Aliddle Eas t does not figure very highly in the 
Soviet scale of p riority in view of the Chinese threat and, of course, 
the intention  to remove the American presence. Of  course, they know 
tha t while they try  to pursue these aims there has to be a detente of 
sorts, even in the Aliddle East, because you cannot have a detente in 
Europe and a t the same time a war in the Aliddle East.

MIDDLE EAST OIL

Five years or 10 years ago I would probably not have mentioned 
oil in th is context because the Soviet Union had all the oil it needed, 
but I am told by the experts in this  field that the Soviet consumption 
will soon outs trip Soviet product ion and we should take into account <
tha t the Soviet Union has to cover the needs of its allies in Eastern  
Europe, which do not produce oil.

Oil is not a major factor, but it is gradual ly emerging as one out 
of several factors. *

CURRENT SOVIET POL ICY

Soviet policy in the Aliddle East in recent years has been to neu tral
ize Turkey and Iran . As far  as the other countries are concerned,
Soviet commentators and presumably also Soviet policymakers, were 
more or less convinced that events in the Arab world were going their  
way because there was a process of radicaliza tion in domestic affairs in 
Egypt and Syria and Iraq  and more recently Libya.

But for a variety of reasons in recent years communism has not 
made tha t much progress in the Arab world. Pol itical power in these 
countries is in the hands of the military juntas  and these military 
juntas  may use the language of anti -imperialism or Leninism, but they 
have not the slightest in tention to delegate or share any of the ir power 
with the communist parties.
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ARABS AND RUSSIAN S

On the contrary, they are willing to deal ruthlessly with anyone challenging thei r power. One factor which has in the past helped the Soviet Union in its dealings in the Middle Eas t was, of course, the Arab-Israe li conflict. Up to a point—and I am coming to tha t in a moment.
The dilemma of the  Soviet Union today is th at of power which has become involved in the area. All the time the  Soviet Union was an out-* sider it could not commit any mistakes, it could be friends with everyone, in the same way it tried  to be friends with India and Pakistan at the same time.
The more the Soviet Union has become involved in the Middle* Eastern affairs the more it had to choose, which means to make not only friends but also to make enemies.

ARAB LEADERS

I have mentioned the fact tha t political pow’er in the Middle Eas t and all the key countries is in the hands of coups of milita ry officers and I think  the Soviet Union has more or  less become reconciled to that.  This by itself is not an unmitiga ted disaster because, a fter all, the Soviet bloc is no longer a monolithic block and even the Communist Partie s cannot be trusted any longer of following automatically the Soviet lead.
I give an example: Czechoslovakia. At  the time of the Czechoslovak crisis quite a few Communist Parti es refused to go along with the Soviet line whereas Egypt, Syria, and other Arab governments accepted the Soviet line. Soviet leaders can be forgiven for tak ing  a somewhat cynical view, namely, tha t in a critical  situation you can trust more your clients, simply because they need you, where ideological followers who may stick to their principles.
The Soviet commentators have been asking themselves how to explain  tha t military leaders in the Middle East, mainly in the Arab  countries, have not moved closer to th eir own views. The explanation most frequently given is tha t these military leaders are stil l somehow influenced bv “petty  bourgeoise prejudices.”

* The real explanation is of course th at in the struggle which goes on within these m ilitary juntas , ideology is only part of the study and not always, to put  it cautiously, the most important part.  Many of these Army officers are personally ambitious, career-motivated as a* recent Soviet study noted with some sadness.
It  is still possible, given the weak political structu re of these countries, tha t a handful of determined people can make a successful bid for power, a coup d’etat. We have seen it in Sudan, it could happen elsewhere. However, even if such an attempt should be successful, victory in one country will almost automatically provoke negative reactions in other countries. In other words, unless the pro-Russian forces in the Middle Eas t make progress steadily, on an even front , the overall balance as fa r as the Soviet Union is concerned may be negative.

SOVIET UNIO N AND  THE ARAB-ISR AELI CO NFLIC T

In  a similar way, the  Arab-Israeli conflict has become problematical from the Soviet point of view. On the one hand, it is quite true that



in the past this conflict gave the Soviets a foothold in the Middle 
East. But if you look at the map, we find that  the  countries in which 
the Soviet Union has made most progress are  those most remote from 
Israel , the Sudan, Southern Arabia, Iraq, et cetera.

Moreover, while the conflict continues, nationalism is the leading 
trend in the Arab world and communism finds i tself very much ham
pered in this climate of “national solidari ty.”

CON CLU SIONS

On the whole, it seems to me tha t the Soviet Union is likely to 
follow a cautious course of action. But it should always be remem
bered that  the Soviet Union is not in full control even of its clients 
and allies in the Middle East.

(The full text of  Mr. Laqueur’s statement appears  on p. 26.)
Mr. 1 Iamilton. Gentlemen, we thank you for  your statements. They 

will be made a part  of the record, of course, and we appreciate the fac t 
tha t you have summarized them to allow us more time for questions. 

SOVIET GOALS IN  MIDDLE EAST

I have an appropria te opening question for both of you to respond to. 
I know you both touched upon it in your statements, but it would be 
helpful to have you respond precisely and as precisely as you can, how 
would you sta te Soviet goals in the Middle East. How do they differ 
from Soviet goals in Latin  America or Asia or Africa?

Dr. Dinerstein. It  is quite a challenge to respond to tha t large a 
question precisely and concisely, but I will do my best. I think  t hat  
you can respond concisely, but not too helpfully, when you say tha t 
the Soviet Union wants to be a bigger power th an it was. That covers 
Soviet policy in Lat in America, in the Middle East, and the Fa r East, 
but it  doesn’t deal with the immediate problem.

Now, I  think it is an oversimplification to say that the Soviet Union 
is uniquely interested in improving the political prospects and polit i
cal situation of its clients on the assumption tha t as the clients become 
grate ful, the Soviet Union will gain influence, and perhaps in the dis
tan t future,  the Communist P art y may be able to operate more freely.

I think the Soviet goal in the Near Eas t is more traditional. They 
want to be the arbi ter in the Middle E ast ; they want to be the major 
big power that makes the major  decisions.

So in the last few months, I  th ink it has become pretty  obvious that  
the United States can’t bring peace in the  Middle  East. I  don’t know 
if anybody can. But the United States can’t, simply because the United 
States  can’t deliver an Egyptia n agreement acceptable to Israel.

So as long as the Soviets are passive and watch, the  political stage is 
dominated by the American inabili ty to  br ing peace.

But it became obvious, as I hope i t will not, t hat  if the U.S. peace 
initia tive will not bear fru it, then it will be the turn of the Soviet 
Union. Will they be able to deliver peace in  the Middle East?  They 
can deliver the Egyptians more easily than  we can, because they have 
more to withhold.

I should say t ha t the Soviet Union has always been more skil lful 
in dealing with clients, because they never give them everything. They 
always leave something to give, so there is a basis for applying 
pressure.
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So the Soviet Union can probably push the Egypt ians  to make more 
concessions th an the United States  can, toward some kind of Israeli- 
Egyptian settlement, but the question is how far can they push the 
Israelis, and tha t is a very difficult question to answer without an 
intimate  knowledge of the dynamics of Israe li internal policy, which 
I don’t have.

SO VIET  U N IO N  AN D A SE TTLEM EN T

Mr. Hamilton. The question is also whether or not they want to 
push toward a settlement, too. Dr. Laqueur speaks of controlled ten
sion in his statement, and there is a real doubt in th e minds of many 
of how much the Soviet Union really wants a peace set tlement in the 
Middle East.

Dr. Dinerstein. If  the peace settlement bore an American stamp, 
they would not want  it. They would not want the United States to  be 
the sucessful intermediary between the Egyptian s and the Israelis and 
then have the Egyptians looking toward the United States for sup
port, w ith the prospect of E gyp t moving away from the  Soviet Union. 
However, if  the peace settlement bore a Soviet stamp, if the peace set
tlement could mean tha t the Israel is decided the United  S tates didn’t 
give them enough support, tha t they had to make the best of a si tua
tion and get the best they could from the Soviet Union—in other 
words, if the Soviet Union could pu t itse lf in the same position in the 
Near East as it occupies in the In dian subcontinent, if the Soviet Union 
could get that  kind  of situation, then I thin k they  would be interested 
in a settlement.

They would be interested in the kind of settlement which would 
give them a bigger position in the Middle East. I think it is very 
dangerous to predict  the likelihood of their being able to do it. It  de
pends on too many imponderables. But I th ink you can point  out what 
the general expectations and hopes are.

I think  the most likely prospect in the  Middle Eas t is a continued 
situation of no peace, maybe some war, but really no peace. But  I th ink 
we have to look at the goals of the two major powers, and each of them, 
I th ink, would like a peace of a certain kind, not the same kind. 

soviet aims

Mr. H amilton. Dr. Laqueur.
Dr. Laqueur. Mr. Chairman, the question was the aims of Soviet 

policy in the Middle East . We ought to bear in mind a historical fact ; 
namely, t ha t expansion in a southward direction has been one of the 
few constant factors in Russian history.

This goes back to the  18tli century; it has a great  number of h istor i
cal, cultura l, even religious reasons, the dream of the Russian flag 
again hoisted over Ilagia  Sophia  in Constantinople.

For the first th ree or four decades of Soviet power, the Soviet Union 
was preoccupied with other more urgent foreign issues, but this con
stan t factor  has come back into its own righ t all the more since the 
Middle Ea st is today a power vacuum. Any Soviet advance in Europe 
would be risky because these countries belong to a military alliance, 
whereas the Middle East,  as I  said, is a power vacuum, and the Soviet 
advance doesn’t involve many risks.

What is the basic Soviet aim? I t is to establish a sphere of influence, 
to establish Soviet hegemony and even domination. If  I say “domi-
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nation ,” I do not mean occupation. There are various ways of domi
nating a country, and we have Soviet influence in Afghanistan , we 
have the political status of F inlan d which is not a socialist country, let 
alone a Communist country, and yet in foreign affairs it is very much 
influenced, to pu t it mildly, by the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union is 
striving for a similar position in the Middle East.

CONTROLLED TE NS ION

As I  said in my paper, the Soviet Union is interested in controlled .
tension. I would perhaps compare it  with a fever therapy in medicine, 
to keep the patient at 100 or 101 for several days. In politics, this is 
difficult, because the fever may suddenly go up, and what do you do 
then? «

It  is comparatively easy to produce a temperature, it  is very difficult 
to control it.

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Burke.
Mr. Burke. I have no questions.
Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Rosenthal.

NIX ON ’s  TR IP TO MOSCOW AND  PE KIN G

Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I wonder if either one of you would suggest to  us what you th ink 

the net effect of President Nixon’s visit to Moscow and Peking might 
have in developing a change in Soviet attitudes? Or is i t just a super
ficial and temporary kind of diplomatic or political event?

Do you think it has any potential of  altering Soviet attitudes in any 
way?

Dr. Dinerstein. Well, alter ing Soviet a ttitudes doesn’t necessarily 
mean alte ring thei r behavior, because their behavior tends to respond 
to crises. The Soviet Union wants to reach certain  agreements with 
the United States in order to hold down the arms race and not to 
allow China to have a monopoly of American attention , to bring the 
United  States to a European security conference. I think the Soviet 
leaders in the interest  of these goals would want not to precipi tate a 
crisis in the Near East,  but I would make a sharp distinction between 
what they want and what happens to them. For example in 1967 in <
their pursu it of minor tac tical advantage they set in motion the chain 
of events which precipitated the June  war which they didn’t want.

So tha t I would say that when there is negotiation between the 
United  Sta tes and the Soviet Union on the highest level, on both sides *
the inclination is not to arouse sleeping dogs, but the danger is th at 
neither  side sufficiently controls the many countries, not involved in 
these goals of the highest priori ty, which can plunge the two grea t 
powers into unwelcome confrontation.

So I would respond no t terr ibly  satisfactorily to your question, that 
the inclination on the part  of the Soviet Union would be to keep things 
quiet during  and r igh t a fter such negotiations, but they m ight not be 
able to succeed.

DOES SOVIET UNIO N M IM IC  UN ITED  STATES?

Mr. Rosenthal. You have suggested in your statement  that  in a 
sense the Soviets s tar t out with an infer iority complex. They want to 
mimic us as a grea t power. If  we appear to be thawing a
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frig id relationship, then the Soviets may follow us just the way the 
hemlines go up and down. If  the United States, as leader of the so- 
called free world, is now star ting to thaw relationships , and if they 
want to mimic us as you say, why don’t they also s tar t a period of 
thaw? If  tha t were the case, couldn’t tha t change events in the  Middle 
East?

I)r. Dinerstein. I  thin k they are going to mimic us in the general 
area of s trategically trying to be a great  power. But I  don’t think  they 
feel they have to mimic us in the tact ics of thawing and jelling, thaw-

• ing and jelling.
They are in a thaw period in Europe now. They have convinced a 

great many European countries tha t there is little  to fear from the 
Soviet Union, tha t NATO can safely be reduced, tha t they can reduce

• the ir d raft calls. They have convinced people of tha t but I don’t think 
it automatica lly follows then tha t they are going to be willing to give 
up what they thin k is their  political position in the Middle E ast just 
for the  sake of an era of good feeling.

Mr. Rosenthal. I -was tryi ng to get into a psychological inquiry, 
because you are the one who suggested tha t they start out with this 
infer iority complex. They mimic us as world style-setters. They don’t 
even recognize the burdens or  mistakes of being a grea t power in terms 
of client status problems.

Your last answer suggests tha t they mimic us only in things where 
they think  i t is in the ir interest. Sometimes when you want to  follow 
people in terms of style, you may change your view of what  is in your 
interest.

Dr. Dinerstein. They are out of phase with us, especially since the 
Vietnamese w ar ; in this  country there is a grea t kind of unhappiness 
about overextension of commitments, burdens of empire. There is a 
mood of examining any new commitment very carefully.

Now I think tha t in the Soviet Union they are not at tha t stage yet 
and I might  po int out tha t there is one great danger in t ryin g to un
derstand Soviet a ttitudes and th at is the danger of knowing the wrong 
people too well.

Now the kind of  people tha t I  and my colleague know are academics 
like ourselves who spend their time primarily in study, and who share

•  our view th at in the long run clients are more trouble than they are 
worth. But  it  is dangerous to think tha t these Soviet academics reflect 
the view of the par ty leaders who make the decisions.

They are advisers in the wings and they realize how limited their  
influence is. For example one highly-placed Soviet specialist on the 
Near Eas t when indicating  tha t he believed support ing weak clients 
was a mistake was asked:

How abou t your  bosses? How long will it  take them to lea rn that  extending 
influence in the  l at te r pa rt of the  20th Century  is not the same as the beginning?

And he sa id:
Oh, 10 or 15 years.
So when you a re ta lking about the top leaders of the Soviet Union, 

the ones who make the policy in  the last analysis, I  th ink they take a 
very simplistic view. I f you are a big power, you ought to be every 
place. If  the British could have interests all over, in their fu ture, so can 
we now.

70 -2 14—71------ 2
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NA TIO NA LIS M AS A FACTOR

Mr. Rosenthal. Do you really think tha t is what motivates them rathe r than some nefarious or nationalistic scheme?
Dr. Dinerstein. Yes; I think so. It  depends who you are. If  emergence of the Soviet Union as a great power means you as a small country will become independent, then i t is nefarious fo r your point of view; from the Soviet point of view i t is merely na tural : Big powers ought to have influence.
Mr. Rosenthal. They don’t realize th at some big powers are s tar ting to curtail?
Dr. Dinerstein. No; I think they are out of phase, as they are in their  domestic policy, as they are in their  tastes in a rt and architecture and literatu re. They are very Victorian , very old fashioned, and I think they really have an image of themselves in the early 20th century  terms.

MIDDLE EAST PEAC E

Mr. Rosenthal. You said tha t a Middle Eas t peace must have a Soviet stamp from their point of view. IIow does Secretary Rogers try to get a U.S. stamp on the Middle East  peace? IIow does he feed that into his assessment equation of where events are leading ; if he knew that,  then how would he try  to achieve his objectives and let them put  their rubber stamp on it to satisfy  thei r ego ?
Dr. Dinerstein. I think it is both the disease and the necessary quality of Secretaries of State, of diplomats, tha t they be optimistic, If  they were all pessimistic, they would not take the job or they would resign shortly aft er they took it.
I think if you are a Secretary of State, you have to believe that  if you try something it might work. There is some basis to hope that you can force the Egyptians to give up something, force the Israelis to give some and thus make a bargain.
If  you are a diplomat or a Secretary of State, as long as you believe there, is some hope you have to try. Now I think if  you are s itting  on the outside and you are an analyst, as I am, you say the chances are pretty  poor. That doesn’t mean that  you should advise th is man not to try, but I think it is a fact th at if the United States t ries and fails, tha t it becomes the Soviet’s turn and then they take over and try to get the kind of peace settlement which they think would consolidate their problem and that could only be. a peace settlement in which Israel felt tha t the United States was no longer dependable as a supporter and tha t they had to rely on the benevolence of the Soviet Union.That is a big order for the Soviet Union, but  I  think i t is possible.Mr. Rosenthal. Dr. Laqueur.
Dr. Laqueur. Mr. Rosenthal, a general observation first.. We are now living in a period in which many people in the West, in this country and also in Europe, mistake a few swallows for  a last ing summer.I  am not arguing tha t Soviet policy and Soviet aims are never going to change. Everything changes, but this change has not. taken place yet. What has changed is the climate in the West. The cold war has become a bore, many people would like to see the age of confrontation ended and replaced by the age of dialog.
Unfortunately we have no convincing indications th at the basic in tentions of the other side have changed.
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Unt il tha t meeting next year in Moscow between President  Nixon 
and the Soviet leaders both sides will try  to  restrain the ir respective 
friends  or clients. Bu t I do not think tha t the Soviet Union is interested 
in a package deal which would include the Middle East . There could 
be, and this is perhaps a maximum th at could be hoped for as an under
standing, tha t whatever will happen in the Middle East , the two 
superpowers should not become involved in a direct confrontation.

But a package deal is difficult for the Soviet Union. The Soviet 
Union is not just a big power, i t is the head of the Communist camp 
and it  has certain responsibilities and commitments from which it can
not opt out, pa rticu larly  not now that  its leading position is challenged 
by the Chinese. In  other words, it cannot make far-reaching conces
sions on behalf of the Egyptians, Syr ians, or Iraqis,  and for that reason 
1 feel that  fundamentally  nothing is likely to change as a result of the 
President’s visit.

Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Yatron.

EUROPE AN SE CURIT Y CONFE REN CE

Mr. Yatron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Gentlemen, I  have one question. Why are the Russians so interested 

in pressing for the  European Security Conference?
Ur. Laqueur. The  main factor now in Soviet foreign policy consid

erations is China. The number of divisions now stationed on the 
Soviet-Chinese border is for the first time in history  bigger than  the 
number of divisions stationed in Europe.

The second reason is the Soviet objective to remove or to reduce 
American presence. This has been tried for 10 or 20 years without 
success in the cold war. The  Soviet Union has realized th at  this did  not 
have the desired effect and it now is trying its luck w ith a European 
Security Conference.

First, it tried  to exclude the United States and Canada  from such 
a conference and then it realized this was not possible. One could go 
into this in much more detail, but these seem to me the  two basic mo
tives as fa r as the Soviet Union is concerned.

a Ur. Uinerstein. I might  add tha t finally the Soviet Union has de
cided tha t its  best opportunit ies in Europe are to accept and to exploit 
the status quo. The ir changed policy to West Germany is the best 
example.

'  There have always been groups in the Soviet Union tha t wanted to
do this. This is not a brand new policy. The Soviets have decided, as 
Mr. Laqueur said, th at  the confrontation doesn’t work and instead of 
pushing at Berlin and driv ing the members of NATO together, they 
would deal with them individually. They discovered as might  have 
been expected, tha t as soon as they offered a genuine negotiat ion to 
West Germany th at th e West Germans found th at t hei r interests were 
not identical with American interests. And they had the ir own fish to 
fry. The West Germans went ahead and made the ir arrangements 
with the Soviet Union without really asking us and we approved 
afterwards, somewhat grudgingly I  suspect.

From the Soviet point of view this is all to the good because it means 
tha t as West Germany passes from being a client state  to being an in
dependent state, then the differences between the United States and
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Germany widen. B ut all these sticks have two ends. Bu t as this hap
pens the French want to balance growing German power and reverse 
the ir policy toward Great Brita in and invite them to join the Com
mon Market.

So the price o f separating the Germans somewhat from the United 
States is to increase the possibility of a bigger  Western Europe, which 
is something the Soviet Union doesn't want, and that  is why China is 
very much in favor of the Common Market. So that  as soon as the 
Soviet Union enters into European politics, every coin has two sides 
and no gain is cost free.

I would agree with my colleague. W alter  Laqueur, tha t for the So
viet Union Europe is much more important than the Near East. The 
possible economic fal l-out from detente in Europe  is attractive to the 
Soviet Union. If  there is a possibility of ga ining some Soviet goals in 
Europe which can be queered by a crisis in the Middle East, I think 
the tendency of the Soviet Union to the extent tha t they are able to 
control events would be to hold the situation in the Near Eas t down. 
Europe  has priori ty, I think, in th eir view over the Eastern Mediter 
ranean.

Mr. Yatron. Thank you.
Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Bingham.
Mr. Bingham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to say, gentlemen, tha t I  thin k these are two of the most 

interesting  statements that we have heard in a long time. I  am fasci
nated by both of them.

I think you said, and i t wasn’t in  your prepared sta tement, tha t you 
referred to the  Soviet study tha t showed tha t they were distressed to 
find that  the Arab military people were careerists. I just  was inte r
ested in tha t reference. Could you develop tha t a lit tle more ? 

RUSSIANS ON ARAB LEADERS

Dr. Laqueur. Up to a few years ago there  were practically no So
viet systematic studies of  these problems but during the last 4 or 5 or 6 
years quite a few people in Moscow have been devoting the ir time and 
efforts to study the third world.

They have begun to realize th at definitions like “lef t” and “rig ht” 
do not really make sense in the Middle E ast. Unt il very recently the 
assumption in the Soviet Union was tha t once certain economic and 
social changes take place, once the banks are nationalized, once the 
state gets hold of the foreign trade monopoly, then the country will 
be on the road to socialism.

Of late, Soviet analysts have been far  more cautious in their 
analyses.

SOVIET MO TIVATIONS

Mr. B ingham. Would it be a f air  interpreta tion of your statements, 
both of you, that  Soviet motivations today are more traditional nation
alism, traditional  expansionism of a great power, for example, than it 
is an effort to explore an ideology ?

Dr. Laqueur. This is the $64 question always facing us. The Soviet 
Union is a big power, it  is also head of the Communist camp.

There is not the slightest doubt tha t ideology is now far  less im
portant in Soviet foreign policy than  it was 30, 40, or 50 years ago. 
On the other hand , i t would be wrong, as some pragmatists, especially
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in England and America, are doing, to write off ideology altogether .
All throughout the Communist world, the trend  has been away 

from “proletarian internationa lism” which was Lenin’s deepest con
viction toward  some form of nationa l socialism.

Dr. Dinerstein. I t is very difficult to be precise about ideology be
cause in a sense it fulfills the same function tha t religion fulfills in 
other societies and in the Soviet Union as in other  societies some people 
are more religious than others, and you are more religious on one clay 
than on another  day.

But there is a general world view tha t comes out of the ideology. It  
provides a lookingglass through which they observe the  world and 
although they make changes and they realize owning the banks doesn’t 
necessarily mean owning the  country, they  stil l have this general view 
and they still would like to believe, although they sometimes have 
doubts, they would like to believe tha t socialism is a better system than 
capitalism.

So as far  as the ir inte rnal policy is concerned, they are still very much 
committed to the proposition tha t socialism is better than  capitalism 
and if they were not  committed to that , how could they explain all the 
sacrifices demanded of the people ? Thus the prospect of loss of control 
of a Socialist country threa tens the ir legitimacy, the ir rig ht to rule, and 
they have been very ruthless, rough and quick in meeting tha t threat.

Mr. Bingham. Would you apply  tha t equally if i t is a distant Social
ist country ?

Dr. Dinerstein. No: not if it is d istant or if it  is too big. Now, in 
other words, you could have made as convincing an argument for a 
Soviet invasion of China as a Czechoslovakia on the ground of Soviet 
interests. But China’s size and the complex problems presented by an 
invasion probably inhibited them.

I think  if there were a crisis in Cuba and I can’t foresee one, so I  
am talking in a very theoretical way, but if there were some kind of a 
post-Castro government and there were a civil war of some kind in 
Cuba, it would be much more difficult for the Soviet Union to intercede 
in that kind of thing and to protect true socialism in Cuba as it did in 
its own terms in Czechoslovakia, because it is distant.

But in general they are much more willing to pay high costs for 
things  tha t are defined as inside as be longing to them. Now I  think 
tha t when it comes to outside, and certain ly the Nassers and the Sadats 
of this world are outside, they are not considered belonging to the 
Soviet Union, then I thin k they are much more instrumental and 
pragmatic , and they are subject to the same misjudgments  as other 
people are, in some wavs even more.

On the  whole in such situation they try  to  calculate costs and bene
fits. But  this would not be the automatic response i f a socialist state  
were threatened.

U.S.  MID DLE EAST POLIC Y

Mr. H amilton. Gentlemen, I  would like to direct your attention  to 
the implications of your respective analyses to the American foreign 
policy in the Middle East.

Ju st before he died. Dean Acheson wrote an article in which he 
said tha t the first aim of American policy in  the Middle Eas t should 
be to convince the Soviet leaders that direc t involvement of the ir 
own forces in the Middle East  involves unacceptable risks.
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One thing I want to know is if yon agree with that , but to go be
yond that  a little bit, you have both indicated a kind of pessimism 
about the efforts of the United States toward  an interim settlement.

Before the t nited Nations the other day, Secretary Rogers said 
this was the only alternative for us to pursue at  this time in the Middle 
Eas t policy. Dr. Dinerstein, you have spoken about the false assump
tion we have had about Soviet efforts to communize the world. I am 
having some difficulty in taking all of these things down and trying 
to come up with some implications of these observations for Ameri
can foreign policy, so I would like to try  to ask you to draw on your •
own analyses here and your background and tell us what you th ink 
is righ t and what is wrong with American foreign policy in the 
Middle East  today.

1967  WAR

Dr. Dinerstein. It  is much easier to have a dish put in front of 
you and say it wasn’t made quite righ t than to be asked to produce 
it, so it is much easier to be a critic than  to say w hat you should do 
now. But I think it is f air  to ask critics what they would do if they 
had a choice.

I  thin k the U.S. policy has to deal with the situation as it is. 1 
hope you will forgive me if  I  make a slight excursion into the past 
to make my point.

I think the United States had but little  choice and. has li ttle choice 
but to trea t Israel as its client. I  th ink that  in many ways the United 
States bears a large share of the responsibility for the i9G7 war pre
cisely because it was unwilling to make clear tha t it would support 
the Israelis.

Now in tha t war, to  make a long story short, I think the Russians 
tried  to gain a quick political victory by pretending tha t the Israelis 
were about to attack the Syrians and making believe that  the Egyp
tian semimobilization and Russian political support stopped this 
threat, which really didn’t exist, and they set in position the whole 
chain of events including the mobilization of the Egyptian  armies, 
which presented the Israel is with the stark choice between fighting or 
waiting.

This was a very difficult problem for the Israelis to solve internally, Abut I think one of the precipitat ing causes of a change in the internal 
alignment in Israel  and a decision to go to war was the news they got 
when they came to Washington. When they came to Washington 
they were told that the Eisenhower-Dulles agreement could not be rfound, th at no one knew where it  was. But they had a copy with them.
They knew what happened across town when Mr. Rusk addressed a 
Fore ign Relations Committee and 50 people attended  and almost 
unanimously the Senators said one war at a time is all we want.

So the Israe lis, af ter sending Eban back to Washington and sending 
some other people to check everything out, decided tha t the United 
States was not going to  be very forthcoming and therefore they had 
no choice but to react in a milit ary way to the Egyptian  mobilization.

So what I am saying is once you have the game set that  the Soviet 
Union is supporting one client and the United States  is supporting 
another client, regardless of whether you would want tha t situation 
if we could start all over, then  I  th ink the United States can only fail 
to support its clients at the risk of unbalancing the whole situation.
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EV EX -I IA X D ED X ESS AS PO LI CY

Mr. H amilton. You think  all of the talk  about evenhanded balance 
and so forth , th at it is detrimental to the cause of the IMiddle East?

Hr. Dixersteix. The assumption behind talking about evenhanded, 
is that if you are  fair,  people respect fairness and repay you in kind. 
I th ink that  is not true in politics in general , but certainly not in in ter
national politics.

You can’t expect people to be grateful  because you were fair . They 
, have to pursue what they perceive to be thei r own interests. So the

notion tha t the Arabs are somehow different from other people, th at 
if you are fai r to them they will appreciate  i t and they will do things 
against what thei r interests  are, tha t is one assumption behind the 

. even-handed stance.
But 1 think the other assumption behind the evenhanded stance is 

tha t somehow the United States can move away from supporting  the 
Israelis and be neutra l. I think  the only ones who believe tha t U.S. 
neutrality is possible are the proponents of evenhandedness. Neither 
Israelis  nor Arabs believe it. So I thin k the only way in which the 
United States  can extrica te itself from being the suppo rter of one 
party to the conflict is if the Soviet Union simultaneously does the 
same. T don’t see any prospects of that.

So I think when we have to work out a policy which steers between 
putt ing pressure on the  Israel is to make the kind of settlement tha t we 
believe might be acceptable to the Arabs, but not pressur ing them so 
much that they will stop listening to what we say.

Now tha t is a difficult diplomatic game, but that is the only thing 
you can do with a c lient who has some independence and the Israelis 
nave a g reat deal of independence. There really isn’t much choice, for 
the United States. So I think  evenhandedness is not a fru itfu l ap
praisal  because there isn't enough necessity for the Egyp tians  and 
the Israelis to make peace on terms which each of them thinks is dam
aging to their interests.

Mr. Hamilton. How fa r do you go in rejecting the idea of even
handedness? Hoes tha t mean tha t you cease support of the Arab 
nations, m ilitary and other kinds of assistance tha t we give, for exam- 
pie, to Jordan?  Hoes it  mean we sell Phantom jets to Is rael when they 
want them ?

IIow do you translat e your rejection of evenhandedness into 
specifics ?

" NO  PR EC IS E RE CIP ES

Hr. Hixerstein. I  thin k you can’t give precise recipes. Our policy 
toward  Jordan  is not in conflict with the Israeli policy toward Jordan . 
Jordan in many ways has been a concealed Israeli  protectorate.  The 
Israelis  have protected Jordan  against Egyptian  expansion in different 
periods.

The Israelis, as do we, certainly  prefer the present government in 
Jord an to the guerri llas. So there is not the big difference between 
American policy and the  Israeli policy towards Jordan, the difference 
is tactical. But I think it is very difficult sitt ing on the sidelines to say 
tha t we should have given the Israelis Phantoms 2 weeks earlier rathe r 
than  later.



One cannot expect that  the United States would give the Israelis 
whatever they want. I think the Israelis  would be very surprised if 
they got whatever they asked for. They know that even between two 
states which feel a coincidence of  interest, the precise relationship is 
established by a process of bargaining. Even in the period of the 
closest Anglo-American confrontation during World War II , bar
gaining characterized the relat ionship.

So Mr. Hamilton , I would expect that the Israeli -United States 
relationship would be in a constant state of negotiation. But the major 
point I am making is tha t the  United States  really has no choice but 
to back the Israel i horse as long as the Soviets are backing the 
Egyp tian horse. Exactly how is another story.

Mr. Rosenthal. But at tha t very point, the Israelis almost don’t 
have a choice because, according to your scenario, the Russians have 
to have the stamp of peace to satisfy  thei r needs in the Middle East. 
The Israelis, according to what you said earlier, would get a shorter 
end of the stick i f it is a Russian stamp of peace, so the Israelis have 
the same s ituation  we have. They want to cooperate and not be too 
recalcit rant to  the po int that  the U.S. plan  fails and the Russian plan 
takes over, because at that point they will lose.

They have the same problem we have of  being independent, but not 
being so independent as to cause Rogers to throw up his hands and go 
home.

PRESENT ATTIT UD E PREFERRED

Dr. D inerstein. I  think i f the  Israelis really had to choose between 
the present American attitude and a hypothetical American attitude 
of complete disgust, they would pick the present one. But I don’t 
think the Israelis have to worry too much about a Russian peace forced 
on them by the United States, because the kind of proposals tha t the 
Russians might make would not be very attractive to the Americans.

So I think  the situation is tha t as long as the Americans are put ting  
pressure on the Israelis to make concessions to the  degree t hat  i t will 
satisfy the Egypt ians, the American-Israel i rela tions will be strained. 
But when the Americans give up that  game and the  Russians s tar t to 
put pressure on the Israelis to make the kind of concessions which 
will make it possible for the Russians to  deliver the Egyptians, Amer
ican-Israeli relations will improve, because the United States will be 
worried that  the  Israelis will give in, in desperation. You can’t expect 
in the relations between any two powers t ha t their  interests should 
be coincidental and tha t there shouldn’t be a great deal of friction 
between them in this kind of relationship.

Mr. Hamilton. Dr. Laqueur, would you comment on the general 
question, on the implications of your analysis for the U.S. policy in 
rhe Middle Eas t?

Dr. Laqueur. America should have a strong presence in the area, 
not to dominate it, but to make it possible for the area to keep its 
independence.

In  foreign policies, it does not pay to be ambiguous, and I think 
quite a few wars, including wars in recent times, could have been pre
vented if there would have been less ambiguity. I t could be made clear 
to the Russians tactfully  but forcefu lly tha t the United  States  has 
at this  time no intention to leave the area.
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As fo r the  Arab- Is rael i confl ict, only tim e will  pro vid e a solu tion . 
Meanw hile , att em pts should  be made to defu se a dangero us situa tio n.

Mr. II  amilton. Mr. Bingham.

PRESIDE NT IAL POWERS LEG ISLATION

Mr.  B ing ham . Con tin uin g thi s p ar ticu la r discuss ion,  I  w ond er i f you 
wou ld care to comment on th is problem . Th ere  is, as you know , cu r
ren tly  being  conside red in the  Senate, leg isla tion th at  wou ld att em pt

• to define the  Pr es iden t’s pow er to en ter  into  hos til ities  w ith ou t th e ap 
pro val  of  Congress.

I f  leg islation  were enac ted that  ap peare d to dim ini sh th e Pr es id en t’s 
powers to rule  m ili ta ril y in th e M idd le Ea st,  with out pr io r a pp rova l by 
Congres s, wh at would be yo ur  view as to the effect of  th is on Sov iet 
th inking ?

Dr . L aquettr. My ins tinctive  reaction would be a ga inst thi s, despite  
the  fact  th at  there  are  gr ea t ris ks  involved . But  the dang er  fac ing  a 
democracy is th at  it is almost impossib le any way to have a for eig n 
poli cy w hich looks ahead  more  than  a few mo nths .

I f  the  p owe rs of the Pr es iden t—or t he  P rim e Mini ste r—are fu rthe r 
lim ited, the n it  w ill become almost impossible to pursu e a for eig n po l
icy, and th is is v ery  dangero us in a world  in which most sta tes  a re not 
democracies.  I t  might  reduce a democracy to impoten ce in foreign 
affa irs.

Mr.  B ing ham. Dr. Dinerstein .
Dr . D inerstein . I  th in k I would  pu t a dif fer ent emphasi s on th at , 

because once you answer th at  quest ion , I st ar t fee ling less like  an an 
alys t o f in ter na tio na l politi cs and more  like an A me rican voter. T shar e 
the gen era l mood in  the coun try  th at  we have ha d too much foreign 
poli cy in the  last few yea rs, or too much fore ign  policy that ha s m iscar
ried, th at  the  in ter es t costs have been enormous, th at  the Vie tnam ese 
wa r has  ali enate d a whole generat ion  of our bes t young peop le, th at  
it  has caused  a dem ora lization  th at  will tak e y ears to repa ir.  W ith  such 
an at tit ud e,  one would like  to see r es tra in ts  on the  Execu tive .

I agree wi th Mr.  La qu eu r th at  you don't  get  an ythi ng  fo r no th ing;  
and  if  you introduce  th ose  re st ra in ts,  you pay  a c ert ain  price fo r them

* in flex ibil ity.  But I th in k at the  p res en t j un cture o f A me rican political  
life , I wou ld be prepared  to pay th at  pric e lar ge ly because I th ink 
th at  what we need is a  d etente  in Am erican  domestic  l ife  as  much and  
even m ore than we need a detente w ith  the Russians .

’ We have to have a pe riod of domestic  peace and tran qu ili ty  where
the  div isio ns which have become so di stur bing  in ou r own society are  
closed. So I th in k th at  if the  Con gress ind ica ted  by a resolu tion or by 
some pa rti al  leg islation  th at  the y were going  to exert  a la rg er  role in 
the key question of wa r or peace , it would have a de terre nt  effect on 
whoever  was in th e W hit e House .

So on the  whole, viewin g it more from the  do mes tic ang le than  from  
the  in ternat iona l a ngle, T would  fa vo r such rest ric tions .

CON <S ESS IO NA L RE ST RAIN T

Mr.  B ingitam. It  is poss ible th at  there  could be a mea sure  th at  
would pro vid e a gr ea te r deg ree  of  con gres sion al rest ra in t, bu t not  
necessa rily  at the  insta nt  of the cris is. Some of  the  pro posal s suggest
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tha t Congress should approve any milita ry action w ithin 30 days after 
it is init iat ed; and another type of approach, which is my own, is that 
either House should be able to  veto whatever the President does at 
any time.

But 1 am concerned, as Dr. Laqueur is, th at anyth ing tha t seems to 
signal to the Soviets that  the United States might be impotent to move 
in the Middle East, is going to create a g reater degree o f confidence 
on the part  of the Soviets th at they can do more or less as they please.

For  example, we ought to make it abundantly clear what the 6th 
Fleet is there for. I took tha t to mean there would be a response in 
the event of some Soviet military intervention. But if we flag in ad
vance that this is going to be subject to congressional debate, aren’t we 
just inviting a greater degree of lack of caution on the par t of the 
Soviets ?

Dr. D inerstein. It is pretty clear now th at the Soviets believed that  
we would not respond in Korea, tha t we were not interested in Southern 
Korea, and th at is why we had withdrawn the bulk of our forces. Thus 
they were shocked that we did respond so promptly.

I think their  misjudgment was understandable because no one in 
Washington knew the day before how Truman would decide. The 
Soviets also believed tha t we would not respond in Cuba when they 
put their missiles in.

They have made mistakes and from them have learned that  
you must not assume that if the  United States is passive on Monday it 
will not react sharply  on Tuesday, thus while I th ink it is possible that  
thev would be somewhat misled by congressional desire to part icipate 
in the formation of policy, they have learned from experience tha t 
U.S. response, Executive and legislative, to a new thre at can be very 
rapid.

NOT T II E  REAL ISS UE

But T don’t think  tha t is the  real issue. I  don’t th ink tha t the issue is 
the U.S. Presiden t wants to get the United  States involved in a war 
in the Near East and the Congress doesn’t want him to. I  don’t thin k 
that  is really the issue.

I think the issue, is tha t even if you agree tha t the President has a 
right to react immediately when the safety of American forces are *
involved or American personnel is attacked, it does not mean then tha t 
for the next 10 years tha t everything tha t flows out of tha t initia l 
decision has to be rubberstamped?

I can understand how the Congress feels, tha t it  is very hard to vote 
agains t appropriations to support American citizens who are fighting.
But tha t is like the question : “When did you stop beating  your wife?”

But I don’t believe tha t legislation which accepted the President ’s 
righ t to respond immediately and independently in the  first hours of 
the crisis, but insisted that the Congress be brought in as soon as pos
sible and consulted at  each stage where new commitments were made, 
would give the Soviet Union false notions about our determination to 
safeguard our interests.

Mr. Bingham. I think we are not in disagreement then at all, be
cause I  agree with that and I agree with your analysis of what the 
situation in Vietnam has done to the American body politic.
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Would a tr eaty  arrangement  between the United States and Israe l 
either b ringing Israel into NATO, which is occasionally discussed, or 
some bilateral trea ty arrangement  which would make it  clear tha t the 
United States was obligated  to defend Israel  against the Soviet attack 
contribute to—well, to put the case generally, what would the impact 
of tha t be on Soviet policy ?

Dr. Laqueur. Anything which reduces ambiquity should be wel
come and any such form of trea ty agreement, in theory at any rate, 
would be welcome. It  would as far  as the Soviet Union is concerned 
reduce the element of doubt and uncerta inty. On the other hand, I 
doubt whether this is practical politics because I do not know how 
much support there would be in this country and in NATO for this 

. idea.
NATO anyway faces a crisis and it is doubtful whether it would 

want to accept new members.
Mr. Bingham. So am I. I was asking the  question to high light my 

concern about what  the Soviet feeling is and if they faced a definite 
situation of th at kind, I  think you have answered the question tha t this 
would contribute.

Dr. Laqueur. Provided such a trea ty is credible.
GRE EK GUE RRILLA S

Mr. Bingham. Le t me ask you a couple of very specific questions.
I wras a little surprised just  historical ly, Dr. Dinerstein, in your 

statement tha t the Soviets had not supported the Greek guer rill as; is 
tha t well established today? It  certainly was not at  the time, as I recall 
it.

Dr. D inerstein. I  must say I  was surprised, and the first people who 
appraised me of it were Yugoslavs who explained to me th at when 
they were supporting  the Greek guerrillas, the Soviet Union wasn’t 
and tha t was one of the main causes of the ir disagreement with the 
Soviet Union.

It  is quite clear to me tha t the Soviet Union opposed the Greek 
guerrilla movement in 1944, 1945, and 1946. You could tell  from read
ing Pravda, but I  don’t know i f the Soviet Union shifted from dis- 

x couraging the Greek guerrilla  movement toward supporting  i t when
they thought it began to have a chance.

There the evidence was not clear and I have no judgment. The So
viets opposed to Greek guerrilla  movement for good reasons. They 

' thought it would fail, they thought that the United States  and Grea t
Britain were more sensitive to the positions in Greece, than in Poland 
or in Hungary, and would react, as in fact they did.

So that  from the Soviet point of view the Greek guerri llas did 
the Soviet Union a disservice because they were probably as much 
responsible for the Truman doctrine and the Marshall plan as any
body else.

Mr. Bingham. Was our intelligence at fau lt at the time in l inking 
this to the Soviet aggressiveness?

Mr. Dinerstein. I  think what you have is a kind of selective hear
ing. In internationa l relations and domestic relations you never hear  
what you are unprepared  to hear, it just  doesn’t come through the 
noise. It  seems to me retrospectively you can make out a very per-
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suasive case, not a conclusive case, but a very persuasive case that for 
the most of the period and certainlv for the period tha t the Truman doctrine was enunciated, tha t the Soviet Union was opposed to the Greek guerrill a movement as being unwise.

Now I can’t mention his name for reasons you will understand, but a good fr iend of mine who helped d ra ft the Truman doctrine and 
helped write the speeches and who had access to all the information tha t our Government had access to, has told me—that there was no 
inkling in the American Government tha t the Soviets opposed the Greek effort.

I think  such failures  in intelligence are common. I  have had occasion in my career before I came to John s Hopkins, to use intel li
gence materials. They are so voluminous that  the choice nuggets are often missed, or fail to make their  way upward  and command the 
attention of the people who are making the policy, who are dealing with all the areas at once.

So I think it is too bad that  the United States didn ’t realize tha t there was more room for negotiation in Greece than  there was. I  don’t think  it is abnormal tha t they weren’t aware of it.
FIN LA N D  AND  T JI E  SO VIET  U N IO N

Mr. Bingham. Dr. Laqueur, I think you remarked, if I don’t misquote you, about the foreign policy of Fin land with regard to its exter
nal affairs that it was under the domination of the Soviet Union.Isn 't tha t going too far? Isn ’t i t a case that while Finland is certainly 
not going to do anything t ha t the Soviet Union would consider a hostile act. would consider as a major  action outside of tha t sphere, that  
Finland has followed a remarkably independent foreign policy line at the United Nations, for instance, the candidacy of their own person for Secretary-General? Weren't you being a little unkind to Finland?Dr. Laqueur. I should have said the “rig ht of veto.” At times the 
Soviet Union has made liberal use of this and the Finns have refrained to do anything which might offend their  powerful neighbors.

Mr. Bingham. One final question. I am a li ttle puzzled as to what your feeling is about the Soviet attitude toward possible solution of the Arab-Israel i dispute. On the one hand, I think in response to a Aquestion you said that  you expressed a more usual view th at if the Arab-Israeli dispute were solved, the Soviets would have no excuse to maintain  th eir large forces, elements in the Middle East, and tha t this would be to their disadvantage. *On the  other hand, I understood you to say in your paper t ha t the Arab-Israel i dispute was becoming a nuisance because so long as it existed, the Arabs would be nationalists first and tha t the chances of getting them to tu rn toward communism would be greater if t ha t dispute were solved.
Now I see some inconsistency there and I  wonder if you can resolve it for me.
Dr. L aqueur. You have put your finger on a real inconsistency. But 

I ought to say in mitigation tha t the inconsistency is inherent in the  
situation. The Soviet Union carefully weighs advantages and disadvantages of various courses of actions.

If  there would be peace tomorrow the chances of surviva l of  certain Arab countries would not be very good. They survive as a result  of
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the general climate of national solidarity in the Arab world in which 
all the conflicts are swept under the carpet.

The moment there will be peace, all of these conflicts will come out 
with a vengeance. But this does not mean tha t the United States should 
not work for peace in the Middle East.

As for  the Soviet Union, peace means that  its military presence will 
lose to a certain extent. Its  raison d 'etre, which, of course, is undesi r
able from the Soviet point of view. On the other hand the political 
situa tion of—shall we call them “friends  of the Soviet Union”—will be 
much easier once the present climate of national  solidarity no longer 
exists, once all the tensions and conflicts come to the fore.

So there is a contradic tion here, but the contradiction is inherent in 
the situation.

Mr. Bingham. Could we call it a case of slushing?
SOVIET EXPLANATIO NS OF MIDWEST POLICY

Mr. Hamilton. One of the favorite terms in American foreign 
policy today is lower profile and  lower posture. I take it from what 
you have said, the same sentiment is developing within the Soviet 
Union perhaps, and that  they are beginning to wonder whether their  
investments are paying off.

How do the  Soviets explain internally thei r very large investment 
in the Arab world today ?

Dr. Laqueur. There is an element of criticism no doubt. People are 
grumbl ing, saying why should we give these people billions worth of 
arms and aid. What do we get out of  it ? But Russia is not a democracy 
and the impact of public opinion is stric tly limited—unlike in this 
country.

On the whole, many Russians are p roud tha t their country is now a 
superpower, whereas to many people in this country this is something 
undesirable, immoral, anti-American. For this reason, Russians are 
more willing to shoulder commitments abroad. But of course, they are 
not asked.

This does not mean th at there is no grumbling  about commitments 
and obligations of a big power, but I would say tha t there is a real 
difference between the political climate in the two countries.

SOVIET-ISRAELI RELATIONS

Mr. Hamilton. Do you thin k the Soviets will try to reestablish diplo 
matic relations  with Israel  in the near futur e ?

Dr. Laqueur. I think they are moving in tha t direction. I do not 
believe that they envisage the  full diplomatic relations, but rather  to 
aim at something like the American representa tion in Egyp t. Pro b
ably they would like to have a few representatives in the Finnish 
Embassy which acts as a caretaker.

Mr. Hamilton. Wha t impact does the problem of Soviet Jewry 
have on their Middle E ast  policy?

Dr. Laqueur. It  has littl e direct impact even though it is a real 
problem from the Soviet point of view, and while they cannot solve 
the problem they tr y to make it  less acute.

Air. Hamilton. I s it your impression that  the Soviet Union has coun
seled milita ry restra ints to Egyp t in the ir re lationship to Israe l ?

Dr. Laqueur. Yes.



SU EZ  CA NA L

Mr. H amilton. How important is it to the Soviet Union to open up 
the Suez Canal ?

Dr. Laqueur. I t is a matter of some importance which, however, is 
frequent ly exaggerated. The Soviet Union for a variety of strategic 
and commercial reasons would like to see the canal opened, so would 
Italy, so would France. But it is not under any strong urgent  imme
diate pressure. It  could wait, if necessary, for  years.

PERSIAN GULF

Mr. Hamilton. With the developments in the Pers ian Gulf and 
the Indian Ocean, what do you see developing in terms of Soviet pol
icy in tha t a rea as the Brit ish withdraw ?

Dr. Laqueur. The general direction of the Pers ian Gulf has been 
one of the tra ditional spheres of interest not only of the  Soviet Union, 
but of czarist Russia.

Once the  British withdraw, and I do not envisage the emergence 
of a strong local force, I  think  i t is quite likely that within a number 
of years the Soviet Union will emerge as a dominant force in this 
area. It  has already told the Arabs tha t it is willing to be responsible 
for the defense of the area.

Mr. Hamilton. Yes, we thank you very much for  your excellent 
statements and also your responses.

(The fu ll text  of Mr. Dinerstein’s statement follows:)
Soviet P olicies  in  U nderdeveloped Cou nt rie s

Mr. Chai rman  and Members of the  Sub-Committees: I thank you for the op
por tun ity to address  thi s hear ing. We shall proceed in thi s examination  from a 
cons ideration  of the lowest Soviet priori ties in undeveloped countries  to the 
highest. Since we in  the  United Sta tes  h ave tended  to regard  the  lowest priori ty Soviet goals a s the most dangerous to our inte rests, and have fram ed our policies 
accord ingly it  is usefu l to star t a t the  bottom of the Soviet  scale of prio ritie s.

The lowest Soviet priori ty in underdeveloped coun tries  is to bring these coun
tries to socialism through the  instigation, or the supp ort of, a  communist revolu
tion. I shal l be arguing th at  the Soviet lead ers and write rs generally  mean wh at 
they say in insi sting th at  they do not  believe in exporting revolution. Soviet leade rs, whenver they are accused of meddling in the  affairs  of other countries, 
respond  like  a jack-in-the-box with a quotation from Lenin which warns of the  
folly of exporting  revolution and  then  si t back smugly as if  they have proved 
something. The very automatic ity of the Soviet response to the charge of pro moting revolution produces knowing, unbelieving smiles. Bu t th e histo rica l record  
shows that  the obviously self-serving Soviet claim is nevertheless valid. Let us examine the reasons for the caut ious Soviet behavior.

SOCIAL REVOLUTION COSTLY

The costs of promoting social revolutions in foreign countries—wh ether they 
fai l or succeed, are  not  negligible. If  the revolution fai ls it  discredits  the local 
communist party  and the  Soviet Union whe ther  the  l at te r had actual ly insp ired  
the revo lt or found itself  unable  to repudiate  a nat ive  revo lutionary movement in which the  local communist pa rty  was involved. Also an abo rtive revolu tion 
almost alwa ys damages  whatever  diplomatic  effort s the  Soviet government  is 
pursuing at  the  time. Most governments do rea ct sha rply  to efforts  to subv ert them, the ir leade rs being unwil ling to lose the ir posts, not  to ment ion the ir heads. 
It  is only na tur al th at  thi s sober view of the  costs of unsuccessful atte mpts at
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revolution s has  affected  the  Soviet ana lysis of their  chances  for  success. As we 
know, they were opposed una vaili ngly  to Tito’s, Mao’s and  the  Greek gue rill as’ 
plans. In  each case, they calc ulat ed th at  the time for revol ution  h ad not  ye t come, 
and th at  U.S. fea rs of communist expan sion would cause  a harden ing  of U.S. 
policy tow ard  the Soviet Union. The Soviet  lead ers with held  sup por t from Tito, 
Mao and  the Greek gu err illa  leader Markos, and as we all  know Tito  and Mao 
succeeded despite Soviet misgivings. Bu t the United Sta tes  was frighten ed by 
the  expan sion of communism and the refo re changed  its  policy tow ard  the  Soviet 
Union. I am not  suggesting th at  in the  Soviet cas ting  up of balance sheets, a 
successful communist revo lution is  no t wel l w orth  in tensif ied i mp erialist hostil ity. 
Wh at I am insistin g on is th at  w hen the  expectati on is th at  a comm unist revolu
tion will fail, the cost of increase d imp eria list  hos tilit y is considered as 
unnecessary.

With  the exception of Czechoslovakia, communist revolutio ns have all occurred  
in poor count ries. This  has meant high mainten ance  costs for  the Soviet Union. 
These newly communist poor countries must eith er go thro ugh  the heroic period 
of cap ita lis t accum ulation as did the  Soviet Union in the  twenties  and thi rtie s 
of they mus t founder, or they must contin ue with  the supp ort of the Soviet 
Union. The economic costs  of the sup por t of the Chinese revolu tion may not 
have  been high by Amer ican sta nd ard s but  they  were much more than the 
Soviet Union wanted to pay and  the res ults  from the Soviet point  of view 
have  been deplorable . The  Cuban case is somew hat different. Costs have been 
very high, but  on balan ce the  Soviet  lead ers proba bly fel t th at  Castro ’s con
version to communism has  dem ons trated th at  communism has  not reache d its  
limit of expan sion and th at  has  made it  worthwhile .

U.S . AND SOVIET AS SU MPT IONS

This  pic ture  of Soviet re str aint  and caut ion hardl y accord s with  Soviet deci
siveness, the  willing ness to shou lder  risk s and assum e heavy costs which have 
cha rac terized  the ir conduct in Hu nga ry in 1956 and Czechoslovakia in 1968. 
But one mus t disti nguish between tak ing  risk s for  possible gain and the  assump
tion of costs to prev ent a loss. On this questio n the United Sta tes and the 
Soviet Union sha re almos t identic al assum ptions . Fo r both the  domino theory 
of int ern ation al politics is a self-evident theorem of universal appli cabil ity. 
Thu s the  United States has  felt  th at  the  loss of any po sit ion : West Berlin, 
Cuba, Taiw an, South Vietnam, Sant o Domingo are  obvious cases, would auto
mat ical ly lead to rap id and unacceptable fu rth er  losses of coun tries  within the 
American system. Simi larly  the Soviet Union has  viewed the loss of Ea st Ger
many, Polan d, Hun gary , or Czechoslovakia as the first  of what would inevitably 
become a serie s which would not only sh at ter the intern ati on al position of the 
Soviet Union but  which would underm ine communism in the  Soviet Union. 
Given such an apocolyp tic vision, it is no wonder  th at  the Soviet Union has 
been firm, decisive and  willing to inc ur high costs. Paren the tica lly,  one might  
rem ark  th at  on the whole the  Unite d Sta tes has  behave d in the  same fashion . 
The response to th reats or perceived th re ats in West  Berlin, in Taiwa n, in 
Cuba, in San ta Domingo and Vietn am have been rela tive ly prompt and the 
costs high. But  to collapse  the  dis tinc tion  between willingness  to pay a lot to 
avoid losses, and the  read ines s to pay a lot to make gains  is to becloud our 
underst and ing. Even at  the heig ht of the Cold War, Mr. Dulles, despite  his 
genuine atta chm ent  to the bat tle  again st communism, was most reluct ant  to 
inc ur risk s to make gain s when opportu nities were offered: the uprising in 
Ea st Berl in in 1953 and  the revo lution in Buda pest in 1956.

Another  Soviet goal in underdeveloped countrie s is to extend the  influence of the  
Soviet Union. This  is the  kind  of vague  and  mouthfilling  phr ase  which is often 
devoid of content. Bu t I sha ll argu e th at  it means something in thi s case. Calling 
it  Gre at Pow erit is migh t make it  m ore concrete. The Soviet Union, like the  Rus
sian  empire,  focused its  fore ign policy on bord ering  countries,  and saw the  op
por tun itie s for  her  expa nsio n and  th reats to her  sur viv al as coming from and 
through these  count ries. Since World  War II  and  especially since the  Soviet 
acqu isitio n of inter-c ont inen tal mi litary  means  (wh ich nea tly coincided with  the 
dea th of Stali n)  the Soviet Union has seen its opportu nities as global and the 
threats to its  own existence as coming from  every qu ar ter of the  globe. Quite 
simply, the  Soviet lead ers fe lt th at  the  time had come to  play a role everywhere  
in the world as Gre at Br ita in  had  in its  heyday and the  Uni ted States was now



doing. The U.S. resolve to hold the line in Europ e made the  exten sion of Soviet 
influence the re a dang erous  game and  the  only are as where  the  Soviet Union 
could safe ly play the Great  Powe r game was in the  are as uncommit ted to the 
United  Sta tes by politic al and milita ry alliances. By the time the  United States 
had completed its  allia nce building in 1955, all  the  ind ustrial ized coun tries  in the 
world (sa ve Sweden and Sw itze rlan d) had been included and the Soviet Union 
had to begin its  care er as a global power in extendin g its  influence in the poor 
countrie s of the world. The Soviet Union fel t th at  the  first  step  in gainin g in
fluence in  these areas was to push its  opponents  out—and the means were read ily 
at  han d—the movements of independ ence and nat ion al self-assertion  in the  colo
nies. An ear ly and ins truc tive  case is the  Soviet sup por t of the  Jewish revolu
tionar ies  in Palesti ne in 1947 and 1948. The Soviet Union had no sympa thy with 
Zionism, which was proscribed in the  Soviet Union and  could not have expected 
th at  the  Zionis ts wanted to crea te a new comm unist sta te in Pale stine . The pur
pose was to hasten the  recession  of the  Br itis h presence in the  Eas tern Medi
terran ean . Similarly in 1958 when Soekarno became convinced th at  the C.I.A. 
had promoted  a revolution in Indonesia , he readily  accepted the  Soviet offer of 
large  scale mili tary  assis tance . Once the  riva l is excluded as in Egypt or Indo
nesia, or the  Soviet Union is adm itted to competi tion as in Indi a, the  effort to e x
tend  influence begins. We shal l postpon e an eval uati on of precisely what  tha t 
influence has meant and firs t exam ine how it has  been extended.

SK IL LF UL  SOVIET POLIC Y

The Soviet Union has  conducted its  policy in the underdeveloped  are as of  the 
world with  a skill and deftness  th at  s tands i n sha rp con trast to th e clumsiness and 
bruta lity of it s policy to ward socialist  all ies. The reason  is not too f ar  to seek. The 
Nasse rs, the  Soekarnos, the  Neh rus and the  Allendes are  not communists and 
therefo re the Soviets expec t only th at  they  will be usefu l in reduc ing Ameri
can power and exten ding Soviet power. Fa ilu re does not mean a cris is for the 
Socia list sta te system, merely a reverse. Ther efore , policy has  been conducted 
with, as inte rna tional  politic s goes, a quite  reasonable  and sensible calcu la
tion of possible gain s over possible costs. The fai lur es of the  Nass ers and the 
Soekarnos do not mean the  end of the  world and the  Soviet Union has been 
rem arkably  cold blooded about tak ing  defe ats and sta rti ng  over again.

Another reason  for  the  rela tive  success of the  Soviet Union can best be ex
amined by contras ting  it wit h the United  States policy in underdeveloped areas . 
Fo r a long time the  United Sta tes policy in underdev eloped are as was based 
on the assum ption th at  if somehow we could stim ula te economic progress and 
development, we would be able to stop the  spread of communism. Thi s was an 
enormous task; it meant th at  the  Unite d States had to try  to influence the  
course of events  in many  different coun tries  of the  world and to make it worse 
the  people in charge  of thi s policy had  ra th er  rigid,  if not to say doct rinaire, 
notions about how economic progress and development should proceed combined 
with  the  fea r th at  fai lur e to bring economic p lenty and democracy to these  coun
tries would offer gre at opportu nities for the sprea d of communism. This meant 
th at  the  Unite d States could inte rven e in the economic, politi cal and sometimes 
mil itar y affa irs of any country  th at  was not alread y pa rt of the  social ist sta te 
system. By contras t, the  Soviet Union which was not defen ding itse lf aga inst 
faceless and omnipresent dang ers bu t simply seeking  to maxim ize its  influence 
in promising are as could concentrate its  efforts and put  rela tive ly large re
sources  in a few are as and sat isfy  itse lf with  a token presence elsewhere.

A few selective instances may serve to illu str ate  Soviet flexibility. In Indo
nesia despi te Soekarno’s displacem ent and the  dest ruction  of the  communist 
party  of Indone sia in 1965 the Soviet Union has  c ontinued to mainta in a position 
and to deny the  Unite d States a monopoly. If  the ma jor Soviet goals were to 
make Indon esia a communist country  the re would be lit tle  point in makin g its  
peace with  a government which destroyed the communist pa rty  with an almo st 
classic bru tal ity . But since the  goal of the  Soviet Union in Indo nesia is not to 
le av e th e field  clear  for  the  United Stat es and to promote  its rela tion s with gov
ernm ents  which view China as a riva l, the  Soviet Union finds it no difficulty in 
proceedin g along th is power p olitic s line.

In the  Indian sub-co ntinent the  Soviet Union has  on the  whole been much 
more success ful tha n the  United  State s. Both powers have  to deal with  one of 
the oldest problems in dip lom acy : to win the favor of two sta tes  claiming  the
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same ter ritory . Wh atever  th e Pa kis tan is and  the  I nd ian s say in public they  view 
the  Soviet Union as a coun try which  is mainly inte res ted  in maximizing its  own 
power  and as a country  which can be quite ruthle ss in th at  pur sui t. The Soviet 
Union has  been able to balance betwee n the  two pa rti es  much more successfully 
than  the United  States. Pa kis tan  had  ever ything to gain  when the Soviet Union 
abandoned the  policy of sup por ting  Ind ia only. Since the U.S. had tre aty com
mitmen ts to Pakis tan  and  seemed unlik ely to sub sti tut e fo r its  tre aty  with 
Pa kis tan  a tre aty  with Ind ia, the  Ind ian s could not  threate n to drop the  Rus
sian s because th ey h ad made f riends w ith  th e P aki sta nis .

IN DIA N DISA PP OINT MEN T W IT H  U.S.

To oversim plify the ma tte r it  is precise ly because  the  Ind ian s have  expected  
the  United States to be benevolent and  the  Soviet Union to be self-seeking th at  
they  are deeply disap pointed in the  United  Sta tes  and  accep t the  Soviet pu rsu it 
of it s own in terests a s one of  the  r ealiti es of life.

In the  Near  Ea st the  Soviet Union came in at  the  inv itat ion  of Egyp t in 1955. 
The orig inal  goal was  to challenge firs t the Br itish and then the  American 
monopoly of influence in the  area. But the  Soviet commitment to Egypt has  ex
pand ed so grea tly, th at  now a Soviet goal is to re tai n its  presence in Egypt. I 
sha ll not  expand on th is question because  you have other testim ony on th at  sub
ject. I sha ll confine myself to saying th at  despi te all the  Soviet blund ers, and 
the re have  been many, the  Isr aelis  cann ot make peace  in thi s are a with out  the  
cooperation  of the Soviet Union and the Unite d Sta tes cannot impose a “ju st  
solu tion”—whate ver th at  might be—on the Egy ptia ns and  Isra elis. Ther efore , 
if and it is a big if, some kind of peace comes to the  are a it  will bea r a Soviet 
stamp. Tru e the  Soviet Union ha s paid a large price for  thi s accretio n of influ
ence but  a generati on ago it  had  no influence at  all.

I am aw are  th at  the re is a seeming incon sistency in my presen tation thu s far . 
IIow it  migh t well be asked, does thi s pict ure of limite d Soviet goals pursued 
with limi ted means squ are  with  the  Soviet sup por t of communism in Cuba, and  
Vietnam, a supp ort which has been of criti cal if not esse ntia l importance . In  
both cases, the Soviet Union was reluct ant  to supp ort a ventu re, for  the reasons 
I hav e outlined , which seemed to have litt le prospects of a success. But  in Cuba, 
when Cast ro announc ed his conversio n to  communism and for reaso ns difficult fo r 
the  Soviet Union to fatho m, the  United  States broke off i ts inte rven tion in April 
1961, communism seemed to have  a good chance. A live communist inf ant was 
not the same as the possibiliti es of a pregnancy. Enthusiasm  for  thi s adopted 
child has  had its ups and  downs, but nei ther has  it  been aband oned nor does it  
seem likely  to be.

While Khru shchev was  in power the  Soviet Union was extre mely  stand-offish 
in its  rela tion s with  Nor th Vietn am and  offered l itt le  excep t advice. However, at  
the  beginning of 1965, with  the  large scale bombing of Nor th Vietnam  and the  
introdu ctio n of large  numb ers of American troops, the Soviet Union for the  firs t 
time had  to face the  polit ical and psychologica l losses att en da nt  upon the  unop
posed inte rventio n of the  Uni ted Sta tes in a cou ntry  allie d to the  Soviet Union. 
Under these  pressures, and not to be minimized, the  pres sure  of competit ion wit h 
comm unist China, the  Soviet Union has provided very  effective mil itar y and eco
nomic assi stan ce to North Vietnam whose effects have been fel t in South Viet
nam. To summ arize:  the  Soviet Union is rel uc tan t to sup por t communist move
ment s before they  have  succeeded but  once th ey ar e estab lishe d it has, in its  own 
view, ve ry lit tle  choice in the  m atte r.

SOVIETS FOLLOW BR ITISH MODEL

What are  the  fu tu re  prosp ects of Soviet involvement  in the  aff airs of poor 
countries which are  not  in any of the  allia nce system s or which  like  Chile, in 
South  America, have to all int ents and  purpose s severed  th ei r relatio nsh ip with 
the  United Sta tes allia nce system. On the  whole the  Soviet Union ha s been me
chan icall y try ing  to rep lica te the  Br itis h model. As someone ha s said ra th er  
face tious ly, bu t perceptively,  the  Soviets wa nt to rest ore  the  Br itish lifeli ne to 
India. Bu t the  situat ion  in the  l as t thr ee decades of the  twentieth  cent ury  is  very  
differen t from th at  situat ion  in the  las t decades of the  nineteenth cen tury  and  
the  firs t decade  of the  twe ntieth  centu ry. In the  ea rli er  period, colonies were  
righ tly or wrongly  viewed by both the colonial peoples and the  impe rial powers  
as impor tan t accretion s to the  streng th of the imp erial  power. Bu t now th ei r sig-

70 -2 14— 71 -------3



26

niflcance is different. Instead of a str ing of colonies and protectorates upon whichthe sun never sets, a great power now collects importunate, and ult imately alwaysdissatisfied clients. Colonies used to provide revenues; now clients make economicdemands and cause diplomatic complications. In  the early par t of the twentiethcentury, the British navy protected the lifeline to India , the chain of colonies andprotectorates stretching from Gibra ltar to the Indian  Ocean, and the Britishnavy in the Indian Ocean was the symbol of British power and its  determinationto remain in India indefinitely. But now when a communist India is a nightmarefor Soviet leaders, the presence of the Soviet navy in the Indian Ocean is simplya feature of Great Poweritis and of only limited u tility in the pursu it of limitedSoviet goals in India.
Now the collection of expensive and demanding clients is a sucker’s game. *To a certain extent  in areas where competition has abated, like Sub-Saharan Africa, the Soviet Union and the United States have understood tha t more clients means more trouble, not more glory. But in areas  where emotional and political commitments have been made there seems to be no easy way of shaking off the Great Power burden which I have argued is quite different in quality «from the imperial burden. I believe th at in the long run the Soviet Union and the United States will sharply  limit thei r economic and political involvement in the affairs of struggling nations which have little to add to the power of the Great Powers. But interna tional politics is not a question of the long run ; interna tional politics deals in the present and in the proximate future. And in this period one can only expect continued turmoil and difficulties for the Great Powers.
(The full text of Mr. Laqueur’s statement follows:)

T estim o n y  of W al te r L aqu eu r 

SOVIET DIL EMMAS IN  TH E MIDDLE EAST

It  is the object of this presentation to define Soviet expectations and intent ions in the Middle East  with part icular reference to the Arab world and to outline the main problems facing Soviet policy at  this time. It  is not my intention to give an historical account of Soviet policy in the Middle E as t; the developments tha t have led to the present stage are described and analyzed in two books of mine: “The Soviet Union and the Middle East” (1958) and “The Struggle for the Middle Eas t” (1969 and 1971). The interest of the Soviet Union in the Middle East  is tha t of a super power (which, unlike the United States, is not, or at any rate, not yet, a status quo power) in an adjacent area tha t offers good prospects for extending it s poli tical and military  influence. Several circumstances have favoured these designs: The area is militar ily weak, politically unstable and divided, economically, with a few exceptions, underdeveloped.Unlike Western Europe the Middle E ast—with the exception of Turkey—is notpar t of the Western defence system. The risks the Soviet Union is likely toincur in its forward  policy in the area are therefore  infinitely less than inEurope, or indeed in many other par ts of the world. Having said this I ought toadd immediately tha t I do not think direct Soviet m ilitary involvement in thearea at presen t is very l ike ly; at  any rate, not substan tially in excess of whatthere  is already. While the Chinese danger is uppermost in Soviet minds, Moscowhas other more urgent preoccupations: To neutralize Western Europe, on the ,basis of the status quo, to pursue an active role in the Indian  subcontinent, tobring about the withdrawal of American forces from Europe and other partsof the world.
CONTROLLED TE NSI ON A GOAL

This is not to say tha t the Middle East no longer enjoys high priority in Soviet strategy, it  simply means tha t the Soviet leaders want at present no more than controlled tension in the area. It  seems to be clear tha t direct Soviet military involvement in the area, quite apart  from the risk of a wider conflagration. would defeat some of the ir designs elsewhere such as the European Security Conference to which they attr ibu te at  present  greater importance. The Soviet leaders seem to have realized tha t it is impossible to combine a detente even in the limited sense (as they interpre t it) , with a war involving Soviet forces in the Middle East.



But I ough t to add  two cavea ts to this seemingly reassuring pe rsp ective: 
Once the  Soviet Union will be under less pre ssure from China, once it  has 
made more progress in Europe,  once it  has  restored “order” as fa r as the un
ruly satelli tes  are  concerned, it will no doubt  pur sue  a more determined  policy 
in the Middle Ea st involving higher  risks . The second cavea t is th is : 1 have 
spoken so fa r abou t Soviet inte ntions and  policies, about the contro lled tension, 
which seems best to serve  its purposes. But  the Soviet Union is not  in full con
trol in the Middle East , not even af te r having concluded a pact with Egypt which 
provides for very close ties indeed between the two countries.  The tension may 
get out of co nt ro l; one can imagine more tha n one such scenario in the context. I n 
thi s case, and if things should go badly for  i ts allies , the Soviet Union may well 
find itse lf draw n into  a direct mil itar y engagement despite the fac t that  thi s 
would be contra indicated as fa r as other, more imp ortant  Soviet int ere sts  ar e 
concerned.

The att rac tio ns  of the  Middle Ea st as fa r as the  Soviet Union is concerned 
can be easily defined. Geographically  prox imity  is an obvious facto r. Ten years  
ago, or even five, I would not have mentioned oil in this context, for unt il re
cently the Soviet Union was self-sufficient in thi s respect. But  Soviet (and 
Ea ste rn European) consum ption is now outstripping production and  ther e is 
lit tle  doubt th at  tow ard  the  end of the  present decade Middle Easte rn oil will 
figure as a major fac tor  in Soviet stra tegy . But more imp ortant  tha n economic 
and  even mil itary fac tors (such as bases in Egypt and  elsewhere)  are polit ical 
cons idera tions , even if these  may app ear  at  first  sigh t somew hat abstr act and 
intangible.  Expansion in a sou thward direc tion has  been one of the  constan t 
fac tors in Russ ian foreign policy for more tha n two hundred years . Fu rth er 
more, and more concretely , if the  Middle East became an  exclusive Soviet sphe re 
of influence this  would have  fa r reach ing repercussions on the situ atio n in 
Europe as well as in Africa and  Asia. It  would cons titu te, in fact, a rad ical 
change in the  global balan ce of power . It  is not my assignment here to describe in 
detail  the  probable con sequences : they are al l too obvious.

Soviet policy in the  Middle Ea st at  p rese nt aims, very briefly, at  the neutr ali 
zation of Turkey and Ira n and at  the ins tallatio n in the Arab world of regimes 
on which it can rely for close collaborat ion on the pa tte rn  estab lished und er 
President  Nasser.  The general assumption behind this policy was that  power 
in the  Arab countries  is bound to pass  grad ually into  the hand of people even 
more closely identified with  Soviet policies. It  was generally expected  that  the re 
would be ups and downs in this process  and occasional setbacks. But abou t the  
general tren d of development the re is (or to be precise : was—un til recently) 
lit tle  doubt in Moscow. There is no denying that  events in Egypt,  Syria , Alger ia 
and  other countries  in the nineteen sixt ies seemed to bear out  Soviet expecta
tions. There was a progessive rad ica lisa tion in domest ic affairs  in these coun
trie s as well as growing ident ificat ion with  Soviet pol icies: fac tori es and banks 
were nation alized, important sections of the  sta te  ap paratus  were revamped 
according to the Soviet model etc. Bu t beyond a cer tain poin t the Soviet Union 
has  so fa r failed to make  progress and  therefo re more sober thou ghts have pre 
vailed in Moscow abo ut the ra te  of polit ical progress not only in the  Middle 
Ea st b ut in the thir d world in  general.

SOVIET POTENTIAL  IN  MIDDLE EAST

To ampl ify what I mean  I hav e to refer  in some detail to the  circumstances 
which have  favoured, and  still  fav our the  Soviet advance in t he  Middle E ast  and 
to the  fac tors  th at  impede it. I have alre ady  mentioned the int rinsic  weakness 
of the  area—political,  milita ry, and economic. To thi s one should add the sho rt
sightedness and  poli tica l inexperience of some of its  leaders. These  a re  no doubt  
abso lutely genuine in their frequent  professions  of unswerving devotion to na 
tion al independence. Bu t the  res ult  of the  policies they have pursued  has  not  
been to strengthen  their independence; on the  con trary, they have become de
pendent from the Soviet Union to a growing degree. True  enough, the re have been 
growing misgivings in the  Arab world—not only since the  recent events  in the  
Sudan. But to  assua ge these misgivings it  is usua lly argu ed th at  the  Soviet Union 
is a disinteres ted  cou ntry  which in con tra st to the Western imp eria lists has no 
desi re to int erf ere  in int ern al Arab  affai rs. The simple geopolit ical fac ts of poli
tica l life  have not  yet been fully accep ted in the Arab wor ld : The mistake n idea
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still  per sist s that  the Soviet Union is not only a benevolent but  also a geo
graphica lly dis tant  country. (The  distance between the  Egypt and  Soviet bor
der—not  to mention Iraq and Syria—is in actual  fac t less tha n that  between 
Cairo and  Khartum or between Cairo and  Tripoli).  The countrie s of the  Middle 
Eas t have been sidetrack ed by the ir int ern al quarre ls to such an exten t, that  th e 
quest ion whe ther  a n Egyp tian (or Syrian or Ira qi)  victory over Israel would be 
wor thwhile  if it could be achieved  only at  the  price of Egy pt’s independence is 
brushed aside as irre levant. Whatever Arab feelings about Israel  this  sta te does 
not con stit ute  a serious th reat  to the independence and  sovereignty  of the  Arab 
count ries, for  the simple reason that  a small coun try is not a big power and t ha t 
moreover  the re is no “Israel i pa rty ’’ in Cairo, Damascus, and  Baghdad which 
could seize power from within . There is, on the other hand, a “Russian pa rty ” .
which as recent events have shown is a strong contender for leade rship . Yet in 
most Arab eyes Israel is still  the main, not the lesse r danger:  Somehow, it  is 
argued, they  will get rid of the  Russian s once Israel  is defeated and the  Arab 
world will then regain  its  full independence and freedom of action.  I t is a str ik
ing example of what some Marxist  philosophers  call “false consciousness” and  ■
it  helps to understand  why Soviet policy has  encountered  so fa r an exceedingly 
favorable psychological climate.

com pl ic ati ons aris e

But the  more deeply the Soviet Union has become involved in the  Middle  E ast, 
the  more complicated its  position. To a cer tain extent this was an  inevi table 
pro ces s: While the West was “in”, and the Soviet I ’nion “ou t” in the Middle East,
Moscow did not have to take sides—ju st  as it could be on frien dly term s with  
both Ind ia and  Pak istan, to give an example from ano the r p ar t of the world. The 
West had  the  monopoly of comm itting mistakes, whereas  the  Soviet Union could 
uo  no wrong. Progressive involvement in Arab affairs  meant th at  Moscow has 
had to choose, to  join sides in the many  exis ting conflicts. T he existence of Com
munist par tie s and pro-Russian  fact ions in the Arab world is the main  bone of 
contention  but by no means the  only one. The Soviet Union cannot  at  one and 
the  same time support General Numeiry and  those who want to over throw  his 
reg ime: i t can be trie d—but  the a ttemp t is  bound to fa il. If  the Soviet Union were 
just a big power the  dilemm as facin g it would be less acute . But since it is also 
the head of the world Communist movement, its position has become even more 
difficult. It  cannot opt out  enti rely  from its  commitments to its  local followers 
with out  causing fa ta l damage to the legitimacy  of its claims  for leadership—and 
this a t a time when its  autho rity as  the  lead er of the  Communist camp is in 
dispute anyway.

Soviet policy makers have become reconciled to the  fac t that  polit ical power 
in the  Arab world—certainly in the  so called “progressive countrie s”—will re
main for a long time to come in the hands of mil itary jun tas , ra th er  t han  politi
cal pa rti es  supporting Moscow. This, from the Soviet point  of view, is not per se 
a ma jor  disa ster . Since the  Communist bloc lost its monolithic charact er, the  
Soviet Union can no longer  count on the  automatic support of other Communis t a
parties , unless it  also happens to be in physical domination of the count ry con
cerned. Albania is Communist and Fin land is not, but  there is litt le doubt  that  
Soviet policy makers vas tly pre fer the  Hels inki over the Tir ana government.
To give ano ther  example : Many Communist partie s dissented from the Soviet 
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 whereas the mili tary  governments of Egypt,  *
Syria  or Algeria supported it  withou t reservatio n. The Soviet l eaders may the re
fore be forgiven for reaching  the  conclusion that  in a criti cal situ atio n they can 
rely more on clients than  on pure ly ideologically motivated supporters.  The 
advanta ges  of having to deal with  non-M arxist  rulers  are obv ious: Considera
tion of “proleta rian  inte rna tional ism ” of “socialist humanism ” etc. are not likely 
to enter  the  picture. The clien ts can be relied  upon to supp ort Soviet policy, 
because they need Soviet help.

And yet, the re is a basic  element of unc ertain ty with regard to the  political 
orie ntat ion of these mil itar y regimes and the situ atio n is by no means sat is
factory from the Soviet poin t of view. Ten year s ago Soviet policy makers were 
fa r more optimistic about the  intentions and  pol itica l prospects of the mili tary  
dic tato rships  in the third  world than  at  prese nt. The reasoning at  the time was 
briefly th is : Mili tary leaders such as Nasser were “rad ical democrats in uni
form.” Even though th eir out look was  as  ye t beclouded by c ertain  petty  bourgeois
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prejudices it was assumed tha t the “objective logic” of events would ca rry them 
into much closer collaboration with the Communists and the Soviet Union than 
they had originally envisaged and intended. For they were not  acting in a politi
cal vacuum; once the means of production had been nationalized and capitalism 
was on the way out, the ruling officers, needing a political mass basis, were 
bound to turn to “scientific socialism” ; i.e., to the Communists. For only these 
could provide the doctrine and the political know-how needed for the mobiliza
tion of the masses.

HA LF-TR UE  NOTIONS

In recent years it has been realized th at this appra isal has been overoptimistic. 
Communism found it difficult at  the time to understa nd fascism because economic 
factors  were not sufficient to explain Hit ler’s and Mussolini’s policy. In a similar 
way Communists now begin to realize—though they a re as yet from a full under
standing—that thei r previous notions about the situat ion in the Middle East 
were at best half true. Economic changes do not necessarily have the expected 
political results, militar y leaders can tur n with equal ease “left” and “right ” in 
rapid succession, to apply terms of classification which should be used as sparingly 
as possible with reference to Middle Easte rn politics. As a result  there is now 
hardly veiled disappointment in Moscow about the agonizingly slow progress made 
by Communism in parts  of the third world, about the “complicated s tate  of af
fai rs”, about the fact tha t army officers may be power-hungry, or “career moti
vated ” even if they constantly use the anti-imperialist political rhetoric which 
should endear them to the Communist camp. These shortcomings and “incon
sistencies” of the junt a are more frequently explained with reference to the 
“petty bourgeois background” of the military rulers. But it is doubtful whether 
such explanations take one much fu rt he r: There is nothing “petty bourgeois” 
about a man who was born in a Bedouin ten t and now disposes billions of dollars 
such as Colonel Khadafi. The r eal explanation for the apparent “inconsistencies” 
is much easier: In the struggle for power between rivalling officers’ groups ideo
logical considerations play usual ly a secondary role. Nationalization of indust ries 
and banks and agrar ian reform by no means lead to socialism or Communism; 
the ideological climate prevailing in the Arab world is populist, nationalist-so
cialist, as it is, mutat is mutandis, in China and the Soviet Union. The decisive 
issue in the third  world, including the Arab countries, is not whether the state 
has the monopoly of foreign trade but in whose hands political power has come 
to res t; who is running the s tate.

TH RE E CONT RADICTIONS

In this context Soviet policy in the Middle E ast has to face three contradictions 
which it cannot shirk and to which so far it has not been able to find a satis
factory  answer. The first has already  been hinted at: According to the Soviet 
blueprin t the progressive military rulers were gradually to “democratize political 
life”, i.e., hand over power to the avant-garde, the Communists. But in fact the 
Colonels and the Majors have not shown the slightest intention to do so. They 
have been dealing ruthlessly with those challenging their  power. According to 
Soviet expectations the milita ry were to be politicized, i.e., made to share power 
with civilian leaders; in fact, the opposite has happened: Political life has been 
militarized, with Syria as a striking example. (The take over of the Neo-Ba’th 
by the Syrian army command). It  could be argued with some justification tha t 
since the ruling junt as do not constitu te a political homogenous body, it  may still 
be possible for pro-Communist or pro-Russian elements among them to effect a 
take  over and to oust their rivals. This possibility does exi st : In  view of the weak
ness of political structures in the Arab world a handful of determined people 
stand a good chance to make a successful bid for  power, provided, of course, they 
are in control of army units or the political police. And, with a little  luck, they 
may keep it. But a pro-Communist or pro-Russian coup in one country is bound to 
provoke with almost mathematical  certainty suspicion and antagonism in others 
and to give rise to counterforc es: Victory in one country will mean defeat else
where. In other words: Unless the pro-Rus-dan forces make steady and even 
progress in all the key countries of the Arab world, the overall balance as far  as 
the Soviet Union is concerned may be negative.

The Arab-Israeli dispute has become increasingly problematical from the 
Soviet point of view. E arlie r on it  undoubtedly facil itated the Soviet advance in 
the Middle East. It  was not the only, nor the single most impor tant factor. The
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forces supporting the Soviet Union have made their greatest strides in those par ts 
of the Middle East  least affected by the Arab-Israeli dispute such as the Sudan. 
But in recent years the conflict has become a major obstacle as f ar  as the furth er 
progress of Communism is concerned. While the conflict lasts, the overriding aim 
of defeating the common enemy (Israel)  narrowly circumscribes Communist 
action or tends altogether to prevent it. For the Communists cannot afford to 
ignore the  appeals for national solidarity and for a truce both inside the Arab 
countries and between them. Soviet observers assume, not perhaps altogether 
wrongly, tha t hut for the continuation of the Arab-Israeli conflict, power in the 
Arab capitals may well have passed from the “bourgeois nationalist elements” 
into the hands of the “radical democrats” if not the Communists. Certainly the 
Arab world would be in a state  of fa r greater internal turmoil but for the 
struggle against Israel  which acts as a stabilizing factor. Soviet leaders could 
have instruc ted thei r followers according to the basic tenets of Leninist strategy 
to transform the war against Israel  into a “revolutionary war”. They have no t 
done so. par tly, because the Communists are  too weak, given the  presenl balance 
of power in the Arab world, pa rtly because such a course of action, i f successful, 
would result in a state  of anarchy which may well benefit the pro-Chinese ra ther 
than the pro-Soviet elements among the radicals in the Arab world.

SO VI ST  OPT IO NS NOT ED

These are some of the sources of conflict facing the Soviet Union in its policy 
vis-a-vis the Arab countries. There is every reason to assume tha t these contradic
tions will loom even large r in the years ahead. But what are the options open 
to Soviet policy? Developments in Algeria over the las t few years have been 
disappointing from the Soviet point of view, Khadafi’s regime in Libya and 
Numeiri’s in the Sudan are at present openly antl-Communist and Sada t’s rule 
constitutes a retr eat in comparison with Nasser’s. Soviet policy makers cannot 
possibly be very happy about the new Arab federation. For its political sig
nificance, if any. will he t hat  of a reactionary “Holy Alliance” preventing revolu
tionary uprisings in its components parts.  It is the Arab version of the  Brezhnev 
doctrine—stood on its  head. The fact  that it might he applied against  Jordan, for 
Instance, does not offer much comfort. Events in the Sudan earlie r this year 
have foreshadowed the shape of things to come. Soviet expectations tha t military 
dictatorships tout court cannot hold on to power for long because they lack 
political know-how and a mass basis have not so fa r been borne out by the course 
of events. These assumptions may still he correct in the long run: Nasser, too. 
had his quarrels with the Communists and the Soviet Union but mended his 
ways towards the end of his rule. But it cannot he taken for granted tha t the 
present rulers will emulate Nasse r: moreover, there is no certainty  at all tha t 
the military leaders in the ir search for political allies will turn to the Com
munists  for help. If  the Soviet Union should decide to support the opposition to 
the  military regimes, they will he inviting open conflict, risking their past gains in 
the area and even a restora tion of closer relat ions between these leaders and the 
West. For despite the vituperation heaped on the West, it cannot be excluded that  
the help of the West will be looked for by militarv dictators facing defeat by the 
Communists. If. on the other hand, the Soviet Union and its supporters in the 
Arab countries should prefer a policy of wait-and-see. on the assumption th at the 
political constellation will be more auspicious at  some future date (aft er another 
lost war against Israel or the continuation of the militarv stalemate and the 
ensuing frustration, or some major economic setback, or the growth of popular 
discontent for yet other reasons) they will be in danger of being outflanked from 
the lef t by more extreme factions.

It  seems, nevertheless, that Soviet policy is most likely to follow a cautious 
course of action. Provided tha t there will be no reconciliation wi th China or tha t 
for other reasons a decisive shift in the global balance will not take place in the  
near  future,  it is clearly in the Soviet inte rest to “freeze” the situation. Sadat ’s 
regime may be highly unsat isfactory as a guarantee for the Soviet investment 
(political, military and economic) in the Middle Eas t but at the moment there 
may be no alternative. It  follows tha t Soviet policy in the short run is likely to be 
defensive, to aim at consolidating its gains r ath er than trying to make fur the r ad
vances. Any gamble would be dangerous in the present  constellation, for it could 
resul t in further  setback which might have undesirable repercussions inside the 
Soviet Union: It  would provide ammunition for a faction inside the Kremlin
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which challenges the present leadership. Personal changes in the Soviet leader
ship are almost certainly hound to take place in the next few years, and since 
such revisements usually take place on the  background of a struggle for power, 
the present leadership will probably opt for the least risky policy in order not to 
expose itself to attacks by its opponents.

SOV IETS NOT IN  FU LL  CONTROL

Nevertheless, it cannot be stressed too often tha t since the Soviet Union is not 
in full control as far  as events in the Middle Eas t are concerned, not even the 
actions of th eir followers and clients, there is always a very considerable element 
of uncertainty.  I t would be foolish for  this as well as for  other reasons, to assume 
tha t the Soviet leadership  will automatically pursue a cautious policy simply be
cause this is at the present  moment in its best interest . Moreover, “freezing” in 
the Middle East  context means the continuation  of “controlled tension”—but 
there is no guarantee tha t tension will not go out of control. “Consolidation” 
does by no means imply tha t the Soviet Union will be condemned to prolonged 
inactivity. The t reaty of fr iendship between the Soviet Union and the UAR con
cluded in May 1971 undoubtedly constitutes  a step forward from the  Soviet point 
of view. President Sada t had to sign a  document which s tated  tha t the UAR set itself  the aim of reconstructing Egyptian society along socialist lines, despite 
the fact tha t “socialism” now figures in Egyptian pronouncements less frequently 
(and Islam more often) than in Nasser’s day, and that,  in any case, socialism as 
envisaged by Egypt’s rulers  differs in many essential points from the Soviet 
idea and practice of socialism. More sweeping and potentially more threatening is 
paragraph nine of the trea ty which states tha t the high contracting parties will 
not take par t in any groupings of states, or in actions or measures directed 
against the o ther high contract ing par ty. This provision exposes Egypt, in theory, 
at any rate, to the application of the Brezhnev doctrine.

Whether the Soviet Union will be able to enforce by military intervention the 
rights it obtained under the trea ty is ye t another question, the answer to which 
depends from the general balance of power and the risks it will be running in 
taking such action. At present the main aim of Soviet policy in the Middle E ast 
remains, to summarize, the consolidation of it s gains, and at  the same time the 
creation of a political climate in which the replacement of the present rulers by 
others more closely identified with Soviet ambitions in the area  will be possible 
with a minimum of friction. The more distant aim is the transformation  of the 
military regimes into political coalitions dominated (or at least  guided by the 
■Communists). But this remains for the t ime being a fairly  remote prospect inas
much as the key countries in the Arab world are concerned. Soviet policy towards 
Israel will not undergo any basic change, though it is qui te possible, and indeed 
likely tha t there will be occasional friendly gestures towards Jerusalem in order 
to impress the Arabs th at they must not take Soviet assistance for granted in all 
circumstances.

Altogether, the Middle East is an area in world politics to which Soviet com
mentators apply the term “slozhni” (complicated) more and more frequently. 
Ten years ago they were more confident than now of having  all the answers.

Mr. Hamilton. The joint  subcommittee stands  adjourned  until  to
morrow at 2 p.m.

(The joint  subcommittee adjourned at 11:55 a.m., to reconvene at 
2 p.m. of the following day, Wednesday, October 20, 1971.)





SOV IET  INVO LVEM ENT IN THE  MIDDLE EAST  AND THE  WEST ERN RES PON SE
W E D N E SD A Y , OC TO BE R 20 , 19 71

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Committee on Foreign Affairs,

Subcommittees on Europe
and th e Near E ast,

Washington, D.C.
The jo int subcommittee met at 2 p.m., in room 2172, Rayburn House 

Office Building , Hon. Benjamin S. Rosenthal (chairman of the Sub
committee on Europe) presiding.

Mr. Rosenthal. The subcommittee will be in order.
The joint  subcommittee meetings will continue today on the subject 

of “Soviet involvement in the Middle East and the Western response.”
Our first witness will be Prof. Richard Pipes  of the depar tment  

of history of H arvard  Univers ity who will discuss the subject matt er 
of “Historical Perspectives on the Soviet Middle Eastern Role,” fol
lowed by Richard  T. Davies, Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 
Europ ean Affairs, and Jack  F. Matlock, Director, Office of Soviet A f
fairs , Depar tment of Sta te.

I must regrettably report tha t at the urgent request of  the  D epa rt
ment of State  we have agreed to go into executive session at the con
clusion of Professor P ipes’ testimony.

Professor, we would be very pleased to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF RICHAR D P IPE S, PROFESSOR OF HISTORY, RUSSIAN 
RESEARCH INSTIT UTE, HARVARD UNIVER SITY

(The biography of Mr. Pipes appears on p. 187.)
Mr. P ipes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have been asked to summarize in 20 minutes my view’s on the his

torical factors which conditioned the post-1945 Russian approach to 
the Middle East. This is a difficult thin g to do not only because of the 
limita tion of time but  also and above all because a histor ian hesitates 
to establish a direct link between the  past,  the present, and the fu ture.

Mr. F relinghuysen. Mr. Chairman,  if  I  could interrupt  Dr. Pipes, 
there is no reason for him not to submit a statement of any length, even 
book length if he would like to, but the problem is one o f time. There 
would not be any time for exchanges and also for gett ing other  w it
nesses in today. I  feel, too, that there  should not be an arbi trary limita 
tion especially for a historian like yourself.

Mr. P ipes. Thank you.
Mr. F relinghuysen. I am requesting permission from the chairman ; 

I don’t have the power.
(33)
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Mr. Rosenthal. I  thoroughly agree with what my colleague from 
New Jersey has suggested. We would be happy to take any written 
material at any length. I don’t feel you should be too much inhibited 
by the 20-minute rule even if we go twice tha t much. You will be 
making a valid contribution.

Mr. P ipes. Thank you. I  will t alk  as long as I  can and then I will 
be open to questions.

LONG HISTORICAL TIES

One thin g that  needs stressing, to begin with, and tha t is not a 
matter of common knowledge, is tha t Russia from the earliest time 
of its history was in contact with the Middle East. By this  I  mean the Middle Eastern peoples, the  Tu rks and the Mongols who historically 
have occupied the prair ie to the south of the  Russian forest zone.

Ear ly Russian history is essentially preoccupied with the conflict 
between the forest zone and the prai rie zone, between Slavs and the Turko-Mongols. When we speak of the Russian involvement in the Middle Eas t we are no t talking  about relationships that began a cen
tury  or two ago, but of events th at go back a millenium, to the very 
beginnings of Russian history. This  is of some importance  because in the historic subconscious of the Russian people there is deeply imbed
ded a concern with the Orient and, more specifically, with the Muslim 
Middle East. Thei r involvement is not to be compared with tha t of the Brit ish or French who entered the Middle Ea st rather late in the ir nationa l histories.

As a result of the Mongol conquest of 1237-AO, Russia became so 
closely involved in Middle Eastern and Fa r E astern affairs tha t until the second half of the 17th century it  may be said to have been a p re
dominantly oriental country. By this I mean tha t its style of life,, 
its attitudes toward politics, its social s tructure, its manner of conducting business, all were modeled on examples taken from the Ori
ent—Persia, The Ottoman empire, and China. How deeply this ori
ental background penetrated Russia may be illus trated  by the fact 
tha t the Russians to thi s day are the only Slavic people to use patronymics as pa rt of the ir proper names (e.g., Ivan Ili ch, meaning Ivan, son of Ili ch )—a practice prevalent in the Middle East, and taken from there.

CONQUERED TURK EY

Until the middle o f the 17th century the Russians tended to be on the defensive in regard to the nations who surrounded them in the 
east and south. Then, from the middle of the 17th century onward, thanks to political organizat ion and milita ry power which they had 
acquired from the West, they went over to the offensive and in the next century and a half  established the ir supremacy in the areas north of the  Black Sea. They became the dominant power here—conquering 
and subjugating  their  one-time T urkic  rulers. To this day there are more Turks living in the Soviet Union than in the  Turkish Republic. 
These are descendants of the people who had once surrounded Russia and dominated it and have subsequently been subjugated by the Russians.

From the ,1660’s onward the Russians tried to form anti-Ottoman coalitions with the other European states. Pete r the Great was very



keen on this. H is  fam ous  Eu ro pe an  tr ip  was  essent ial ly un de rta ke n 
for the purpo se of  ga ini ng  alli es ag ains t the  Tu rks. Fr om  then  on 
Russians  exe rted relentle ss pre ssu re on the Ot toma n Em pi re ; some
times a lone, som etimes in  combina tion w ith  the w est ern  pow ers, hoping  
to achieve a dism emberment of  T urkey.

In  the course of  the  18th cen tur y the  Ru ssi ans cle are d the Tu rk s 
out  fro m the  no rth ern shores of  the  B lac k Sea  a nd  beg an to cast  th ei r 
eyes on Co nstan tin op le and the St ra its.  Ca ther ine th e Gr ea t wante d 
to cre ate  an em pir e with Co ns tan tin op le as its ca pi ta l an d she nam ed 
her grandson  Co nstan tine wi th  the  hope th at  he wou ld be its  firs t 
emp ero r. At  the  same tim e she began to ap ply pre ssu re on the  Tu rk s 
in the  Ba lka ns.  Napoleon w ho was exceed ing ly as tut e rea lized  R ussia ’s 
oriental  int ere sts  and not only otte red  t he  Ru ssians lan ds  belonging  to  
the  Ot tom an Em pire  but also In di a,  ho ping  in th is  ma nner to secure 
th ei r supp ort again st En glan d.

T H E  OT TO M AN  E M PIR E

The Russian pre ssu re on the  Ot tom an  Empire  reache d its  peak 
unde r Nic holas I,  who rul ed  f rom  1825 to  1855. Nic holas w as abso lute ly 
de termined to accompl ish in rega rd  to  the Ot tom an Em pi re  wh at his 
gr an dm othe r Ca the rin e ha d ach ieve d in rega rd  to Po land —th at  is. to 
dismember it in com binatio n wi th othe r powers. He  pro posed  th is to 
the  Bri tis h and he got some su pp or t bu t whe n he wen t too fa r the  
Br iti sh  wi thdrew  their  supp or t, an d from the  1830's onwa rd the y 
became the  pr incipa l bu lw ark  of opposit ion  to Russi an exp ans ion  in 
the  M idd le Ea st.  They were the  firs t ones to pra ctice the  p olicy o f con
tainmen t in rega rd  to Russia in the  Middle Ea st.  Th ey  were  pa rt ic 
ular ly  fri gh tene d by the  Tr ea ty  of  U nk iar -Ske les si of  1833 wh ich the 
Russians  sign ed wi th the  Ot tom an Em pire , and by vi rtu e of  which  
the y became its  vi rtu al  pro tec tor s. Th e trea ty  was effec tively undon e 
by the Bri tis h and  from then  on the  Russians  and the Bri tish  became 
avow ed enemies. Th is Ru sso -Brit ish  confl ict reache d its clim ax in the  
Cr imean W ar . The ir  d efe at in th is war  d id  not stop  th e Russians , and 
in the 1870’s the y beg an to exe rt rene wed  pre ssure on the Ot toma n 
Em pire , ag ain ho ping  to establ ish  a st ro ng  foo tho ld in the  Ba lka ns. 
Th ey  ga ine d the  symp ath y of the Slav ic po pu lat ion  liv ing unde r 
Ot tom an rul e and by incit ing them ag ains t thei r Tu rk ish  ma ste rs 
helped  to subv ert  it fro m wi thin.

In  the wa r of 1877-78 the Ru ssi ans de fea ted  the Ot toma n Em pi re  
and in  the Tre aty of Sa n Stefan o which  follo wed , ma naged to car ve 
up  the  Ba lkans in such  a way  t hat  a  v ast  sa tel lite Bul ga rian  s ta te  wa s 
established which  in effect wou ld have  giv en Russia domi nation of  
the Ba lkan s an d a v ery  s tro ng  positio n in the  M edite rra nean . Bu t once 
ag ain  the Bri tis h moved in, th w ar ting  the Ru ssi an  am bi t’ons  in the 
Tre aty of  Be rli n which forced  the  Ru ssi ans to give up  the mos t im
po rtan t p rov isions of  the  Tr ea ty  of Sa n Ste fan o.

RU SSIA N  IM PE R IA L IS M

U nt il  the  la tter  par t of  the  19th  cen tury  it  wa s v ery  difficult to find 
in  Ru ssi an  writ ings  ideo logical  jus tifi cat ion s fo r Ru ssian  pre ssu re on 
the Ot toma n Em pire . No one tal ke d much abo ut the du ty  o f Ru ssians 
to  civ ilize th at part  of  th e world . Th e ideology  o f e xpans ion ism  bega n
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to emerge only at  the end of  the 19th century and the beginning of the 
20th century  when Russian imperialis ts, people who really believed 
in empire building, began to argue tha t Russia’s natu ral sphere of 
expansion lay not toward China but toward the Middle East  because here were Russia’s markets.

With  the  diplomatic revolution which occurred on the  eve of World War T when Turkey switched its allegiance from Britain to the Cen
tra l Powers, the British found themselves for the first time in nearly 
a century enemies of Turkey and friends  of Russia. In  the various 
negotiations which the British conducted with the Russians during 
World War I, fearing  t ha t the Russians may not last very long and 
might make separate peace, they promised the Russians Constan ti
nople and the St raits  as a reward for the victory over the Germans and Turks.

1 on may recall tha t the provisional government tha t came into 
power in February 1917 demanded fulfillment of the promises which 
the British  and also the French had made to the imperial government. 
The provincial government insisted on the Allies giving Russia in the 
event of a successful outcome of the war the stra its and Constantinople. 
This insistance was very unpopular in Russia because the left-wing 
parties, the Bolsheviks included, were very much opposed to Russia 
part icipating in imperia list spoils. (In  preparing  this testimony I 
checked in a Soviet textbook on the foreign policy of the Provisional 
Government and noticed to mv surprise  tha t no mention is made of 
the fact tha t in 1917 the  Bolsheviks adamantly objected to Russia securing the strai ts and Constantinople.!

When the Bolsheviks came into  power in October 1917 they began 
to broadcast very far-reaching promises to the Moslem peoples of the world. They were fundamentally following in the, footsteps of Kaiser 
Wilhelm II  who in his attempt to  undermine the  British Empire did 
likewise. They offered to act as t hei r protectors and free them from the yoke of “imperialism.” This did not last very long. Toward the 
end of the 1920’s the Soviet Government became preoccupied with 
internal problems. Fir st there was a struggle for power, then there 
was collectivization and industr ializat ion, then there were the purges, then the re was rearmament and the German danger , and in all thi s the Middle East  dropped pre tty much out of sight.

VI EW S OF  STA LIN

Stalin himself seemed to have had a rather low opinion of the im
portance of the Middle East. li e attached far  g reater significance to the Balkans, to Eastern Europe, and to the Fa r East. We know from the Ribbentrop-Molotov negotiations, for example, tha t when the Ger
mans were urging the Russians to move into the Persian Gulf and 
India, the Russians came back time and again demanding concessions 
in the Balkans and not in the Middle East. All through the Stalin era 
Russian in terest in the Middle East tended to be rathe r subdued. After  
the war, 1945-46, the Russians made some noises about revising the 
Montreux convention and facilita ting  the passage of Russian vessels 
through the straits  but they never pressed this demand very hard. 
Stal in simply was not interested in this part  of the world.

The great reversal came in the mid-1950’s with the advent to power 
of Khrushchev when the Middle Eas t began to loom once again very
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large  on the horizon. Now here we are already outside of history, 
proper ly speaking, because we no longer have access to  documents. 
We can only hypothesize why this renewal happened. I can offer you 
my own opinion. I  believe the people who came into power in the  mid- 
1950’s were obsessed with Americans “encirclement” which was how 
they viewed what  we called “containment.” They had a st rong desire 
to break out of it and they found an opportunity in the breakdown of 
American friendship with Egy pt which allowed them as it were to 
leapfrog across the northern tier. Their foothold in the Middle East, 
in my opinion, was original ly inspired by a desire to break out of the 
containment ring. In  time it acquired a very different significance, 
however.

Originally, the Soviet Union supported Is rael ; i t supplied it with 
arms, i t backed it  wi th votes in the U nited Nations. Afterwards,  once 
it got itself  involved in the Middle Eastern affairs, it had no choice 
but to support the Arabs because only by so doing could it maintain 
its precarious foothold there. This policy ultimately  lead to tremendous 
complications committing the Russians much more than they had 
originally expected. The Soviet Union, I believe, presently is more 
deeply involved in the Middle East  than many of its leaders would 
like. This subject is. however, outside of history. I will be glad to 
elaborate on it during the questioning period.

RU SSIA N  EX PA N SIO N

I would like to sum up. Russia traditionally expands into any area 
lying around its borders where it encounters weakness.
* Mr. R osenthal. When you use the word “tradit iona lly,” you mean 

simply in the past?
Mr. P i r E S .  No, I mean going as fa r back as the 14th century. Russia 

has always expanded, it is a land-based power which attaches great 
importance to the acquisition of land and subjects. Why this is so 
is a very complicated matter but I think it is easier to understand 
the answer if one puts it negatively: they are  not a commercial people. 
Commerce has never played a large part in Russian life and they 
have not acquired the habit  of negotiating implic it in trade. T ley 
tend to seize as much land and as much property  as they  can. They 
have always taken land close to their borders which no one defended 
very strongly. If  they found strong defenses, they drew back;  if they 
found a gap, they poured in. They did this agains t Poland, they did 
this in the Fa r Eas t agains t China, and they did it against the Otto
man Empire. They have done so since 1945 against  the British Empire 
in the Middle East.

Now i t may seem tha t in 1945 the Briti sh Emp ire loomed overly 
large in the Soviet mind, but if we consider the situation during  
World War II , when Bri tain  was one of the three world powers it 
becomes clearer why Stalin overestimated Brit ish power. It  seemed 
to him tha t anyth ing tha t could be done to get the Brit ish out of the 
Middle Eas t would be good and th is is the reason he helped Israel.

The Russians entered the Middle Eas t and found nowhere a pres
ence as strong  as they had suspected. Here we have a t radi tional form 
of behavior which can be duplicated on Russ ia’s eastern and western 
borders. From the 1830’s to the early 1900’s the Russians were stopped 
by Brita in. Then the Brit ish presence weakened and historical ly
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spe aking  the Sovie t penetra tion in the  Mid dle  Eas t can be exp lained by the disin teg rat ion  o f t he Ot tom an E mpire  which  c rea ted  an op po r
tuni ty  of Soviet land . The leap  which  they hav e acco mpl ished in the  mid-1950’s has given them  unpre ced ent ed oppo rtu ni tie s fo r which there  is no historic al pa ral lel  because the y are  now en trenched—how secu rely  I don t know, bu t ce rta inly  ent ren ched—in no rth ern Africa, in the  e aste rn Me diterrane an,  and even in Ea st Af ric a. Th is is w ithout  preced ent  in Russian  h isto ry.

I per son ally do not believe th at  Rus sia eit he r had or  has a very pow erful nat ion al int ere st in the  Middle Ea st.  One could  have  made a very good case fo r the Br iti sh  ha ving  a na tu ra l in ter es t in the Middle Eas t because it  was  the  a rea  st ra dd lin g the  l ink  between thei r 
me tropol is (E ng land ) and thei r mos t im po rta nt  possessions, not ably Ind ia.  I f  th at  l ife line were  cut, B ri ta in  in effect would have been isolated from much of i ts emp ire.  Such  a po int c annot be made  in the  case of  the  Soviet Union . I wou ld say  the  Sov iet Un ion  is there  because the re was no one to defend  the are a and  once there they  exp loite d 
the  op po rtu ni ty  to str ength en  it s hold . I t  wou ld be very difficult to find any eit he r economic or  s tra teg ic  reason ju st ifyi ng  Ru ssi a’s pres ence  ther e.

RE SP ON SIB ILITY OF EUROPE

I  say all  of  th is because it lead s me to mv pr incipa l pra cti ca l conclusion whi ch is that , I believe,  it  is incu mbe nt not only upon the  Un ited State s bu t also upon We ste rn Eu rope  to  tak e a very str on g sta nd  to preven t fu rthe r enc roac hme nts of the  Soviet Un ion  in thi s 
area  and indeed to liquid ate  its pre sen t pos ition the re.  In so fa r as his to ry  is an y guide, when th e R uss ians expand th ey do not s top  un til they 
are  stopp ed,  that  is, u nti l the y ru n into a su perio r force.  In  th e M iddle Ea st the y had  in thei r pa st been stoppe d bv the Tu rk ic  peoples, then  the. Ot tom an Em pir e, and fina lly the  Br iti sh  Em pir e. Th ey  have not 
rea lly  enco unte red any such a forc e du rin g the  past qu ar te r of a centu ry  a nd  hence thei r dr ive  there .

I sha ll stop here  and I sha ll be glad  to elucidate  any  of my stat ements.
Mr. Rosenthal. Mr. Ha mi lto n.
Mr. H amilton. Doctor, it is c orr ect in your  view, I  t ak e it, to label the  Sov iet  Union  as an expansionis t pow er ?
Mr. P ipes. Yes, it is. I t  cer tai nly  is.
Mr. H amilton. A nd  you don’t see an ything  in recent  his tor y th at  alt ers  t hat  v iew at  al l; it  in deed confi rms it?
Mr. P ipes . By “recen t h is to ry ” you mea n po st- Stali n his tor y ?Mr. H amilton . Yes.
Mr. P ipe s. No. As a m at te r of f ac t, I  would  say  th at  un de r Sta lin ism  Russia h ad  been less expansionist  than  it  ha s been unde r h is successors.
Mr. H amilton . In  the Sovie t scale of  pr ior ities , where does the Middle Ea st  rank  as ag ain st Ch ina , Eu rope , Af ric a,  Lat in  Am eric a?Mr. P ipes . Well, Lat in  Am eric a can  be w rit ten off, i t is of  no  grea t importance to them . I  do not den y the Russians  migh t wish  to establish  a presence  the re bu t it  does  no t concern the m deep ly. I  th ink Eu rope  is the No. 1 concern.
Mr. H amilton. Ove r Chin a ?
Mr.  P ipes . T he  Chinese sit ua tio n is a very special  one, it  is  a  s itu ation ar is ing from a pa rt icul ar  confli ct between Ru ssi a and China . I
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have been addressing myself rath er to general geopolitical considera
tions. I would say tha t geopolitically speaking Europe is their prime 
concern, but th at now because of the conflict with China, China is the  
No. 1 prior ity and has been so for some time.

Mr. Hamilton. Wha t does the word “expansionist,” as you use i t 
here, mean? Domination? Influence? Control? How do you define the 
word “expansionis t?”

Mr. P ipes. Expansionism can cover a whole spectrum of possibili
ties, all of them leading ul timately to  absorption. I would say the So
viet Union prefe rs a friendly neutral government  to an unfri endly 
government. It  prefers an independent Communist government to a 
friend ly neutral  one, and a Moscow-dominated Communist govern
ment to one tha t is run by independent  Communists.

NO MASTER PLAN

Mr. H amilton. Do you thin k then that  the Soviet leaders today 
have in thei r master plan absorption of the Middle Eas t ?

Mr. P ipes. No, I don’t think  they have any master plan whatsoever.
Mr. H amilton. You don’t think they have any kind of a master 

plan?
Mr. P ipes. No, I don’t believe so at all.
Mr. Hamilton. But they are still expansionists and they are go ing 

to move where the opportunities arise?
Mr. P ipes. Yes. Where the oppor tunity presents itself they move 

in, and that  has been traditional Russian foreign policy.
Mr. Hamilton. We are going to have kind of a vacuum of power 

in the Persian Gulf at the end of the year. Do you think they will 
have their eyes on that area ?

Mr. P ipes. I think  very much so.
Mr. H amilton. H ow would you expect th at expansionism to mani 

fest it self?
Mr. P ipes. I thin k insofa r as Persia is concerned, it can become a 

bone of contention between the Russians and the Chinese. When this 
happens both parties  will be looking for ways to win the favor of  the 
government of Persia.  That might well take the form of foreign aid 
to begin with, followed by perhaps an offer to help build up the armed 
forces and so on and so forth.  I think that is the usual form that it 
takes.

Mr. Hamilton. Well, what, if anything, do you see in Russian 
Middle East policy today tha t is different from its h istorica l interests 
in that area ?

Mr. P ipes. No, there really is not anything part icularly different. 
I never could understand what thei r nationa l reasons were for ex
panding into the Middle East. Tha t is, some histor ians attach a lot 
of importance to access to warm water ports  but Russia was never a 
great maritime  power. Its  export trade  was never of such dimensions 
as to make it worthwhile to get involved in imperial  competition. I 
think you are dealing with a kind of peasant menta lity which be
lieves—and it is fundamentally a kind of land-oriented country—th at 
where there is land you ought to take it.
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TU RK EY  LESS IM PO RTA N T

Mr. II amilton. Does tha t apply to  the Turkish Strait s, for  example ? Do von think  they have thei r eye on that  area ?
Mr. P ipes. I think  it is less important to them now than it used to be because today the Stra its are strateg ically less valuable. They have jumped across the Straits , as it  were. They have ai r bases, missile bases and so on, so I don't think  the Stra its are quite as important to them as in the past. But they would certainly like to have them, if th at were possible.
Mr. H amilton. You have been around this question but let me ask you specifically how would you define Soviet goals in the Middle East today ?
Mr. P ipes. To begin with let me answer by saying tha t I am not sure they are clear themselves what thei r goals are. Th at is, it  is perfectly possible fo r a country  to get involved in a situation and then find that  the goal has been met but other problems have arisen from it. I would say probably no one in Russia really knows what the long- range goal is, but right now strateg ically  and politically  speaking the most important goal is to keep the Chinese out. If  the Chinese should establish a strong foothold in the Middle East, Russia then would confront  the  Chinese not only in the Fa r Eas t but also in the Middle East where they are strategically more vulnerable.Mr. Hamilton. Do you th ink this goal of keeping the  Chinese out is prior  to denying the resources of the Middle Eas t to the West?Mr. P ipes. If  by tha t you mean the oil resources, that is correct, in my estimate. A few years ago I thin k what they had in mind was outflanking NATO. Now outflanking NATO takes second place and keeping out. the Chinese is No. 1. Denying oil resources to the West is thi rd prior ity. I am not an oil expert but it does not seem to me that  this  would really be a vital goal for them because they could be denying oil to Europe , not to the United States. They could not really h urt  the United States very painfully  by denying it Middle Eastern oil.Mr. H amilton. Th at is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Rosenthal. Well, denying oil to Western Europe would seem to me to have a value to them. If  they could tie up Middle Eastern oil, they could paralyze  Europe.

OI L FOR  EU RO PE

Mr. P ipes. If  that were their design. T heir policy toward Europe has changed, however: presently they want a rather quiet Europe. They do not want to bring  Europe down, they do not want to alarm Europe. If  they were to seize the oil, they would be in a position to choke Euro pe’s economies. The policy in Europe has lately been one of quiet diplomacy, aimed at reducing tension because they wish to have a secure western border in the event of war with China.Mr. Rosenthal. Could you define for us, Professor, how you see the Soviet Union physically moving into tha t area ?
Mr. P ipes. A s I  see it, for the past several years the Russians have been trying  to do to the Chinese what we did to them in the 1950’s ; that is, to contain China, They have done th at by establishing friendly relations with all the countries surrounding China. They have taken India to some extent under the ir protection. Of course they have tried
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to take the whole Middle East under their wings. They have made ap 
proaches to Japan.  1 inte rpre t the proposal tha t Japanese might be 
allowed to exploit the economic resources of Siberia as an effort to get 
the Japanese involved in the Russian strugg le with China. Now the 
Chinese natu rally  have been very resentful of th is containment policy 
and have been tr ying to break  out of it. They have been doing this in 
the last couple of years very successfully, first by establishing a kind 
of protective presence over Pakistan and secondly by establishing 
bases in Tanzania and Eas t Africa , and most recently and most dram at
ically by ente ring in to talks  with  the United States of America.

Mr. Rosenthal. They have not been very successful in East  Africa, 
outside the building  of the railroad.

Mr. P ipes. This is just  the beginning. They have also established 
friend ly relations with Romania. In other words, what they are try
ing to do, as it were, is to  out-maneuver and out-flank the Russians.
I gran t tha t, of course, they are way behind the Russians, but if you 
consider how successful the Russians had been in  breaking throu gh 
our containment strategy in the past 15 years things  look much more 
hopeful for the Chinese than may appear.

Mr. R osenthal. You said early in your testimony th at the Russians  
by trad ition would keep pressing u ntil they met some form of resist
ance. From the point of view of the United Sta tes, do you see it as our 
responsibil ity to offer th at resistance, and how would it be done?

Mr. P ipes. I would answer the first pa rt of the question by saying 
that I think i t would be infinitely be tter i f we tackled this  responsibil
ity together w ith Western Europe.  Western Europe has been very lax 
considering that their interests are more direc tly affected by the  Rus
sian thre at in the Middle Eas t strateg ically as well as economically 
for the reasons we mentioned before, namely, the dependence of Eu 
rope on Middle Eastern  oil.

Second, by making it unmistakably clear, tha t we will not stand 
by idly in any conflict in the  Middle East, should the Russians become 
involved.

Mr. Rosenthal. Europe seems to be defau lting in this area. Why 
do you think tha t is ?

« EUR OPE  PROTECTED BY UN ITED  STATES

Mr. P ipes. Europe has had  a very comfortable situation since the end 
of W orld Wa r II . It  has been under  our wing, and once you get used 

„ to living  this way it  becomes difficult to be on your own again. I have
been always a very strong supporter of the containment policy but  I  
now th ink it was an unforeseen consequence of our very strong pres
ence in Europe that we have untaught the Europeans how to defend 
themselves. It  will take some time to make them aware th at they have 
to stand on the ir own feet.

Mr. R osenthal. Ju st explaining t ha t question, do you think it is in  
the American national interest  for us to proclaim tha t the time has 
come for Western Europe to abandon this custodial relationship tha t it 
has with  the U nited  States and tha t it  ought to assume more of its own 
burdens and specifically, th at  E urope  should move into some sense of 
responsibil ity in the Middle East ?

Mr. P ipes. I  do. I think we have been hin ting  at  it for several years 
now.

70-21 4— 71------4



42

Mr. Rosenthal. How could we be more specific and precise?
Mr. P ipes. I think the proposal to withdraw some troops from 

Europe  is one possibi lity; the insistence on Europeans contr ibuting a 
greater amount of money to their own defense another.

Mr. Rosenthal. Without European involvement in a positive forth
righ t fashion, is i t your view that the United States has no alternative 
but to pursue the policies it is presently pursuing in the Middle East?

Mr. P ipes. I think so. But in diplomacy there is always a great 
variety of options open. While pursuing a strong policy ourselves, we 
can, at  the same time, get the Europeans involved. I am not prepared 
to go into details how this can be accomplished. We might  do so by 
constantly impressing open European leaders tha t while it is in our 
interest to keep Europe out of Soviet hands it is even more so in the 
interest of Europe itself.

Mr. Rosenthal. A witness said yesterday tha t the Soviet goal is a 
neutralized Turkey for control of its warm water port. Do you see it 
tha t way ? Do they want, taking it a step furth er, a client-state 
relationship there?

Mr. P ipes. Yes, but 1 think they will be content with a neutra lized 
Turkey.

Mr. Rosenthal. Do you think th at maybe in the long run what they 
want in the Middle Eas t and North Africa  is the sort of client-State 
relationships somewhat similar to what we have in South America?

NO  SO VIET  CO M MER CI AL  IN TE REST S

Mr. P ipes. Our interest in South America is based on commercial 
relations and this is a very fundamental difference because Russia has 
few commercial interests abroad. F or this reason it  can conduct a very 
flexible foreign policy. If  we should be ejected from the Middle East 
or from South America we would suffer great economic losses. If  
Russia is ejected from any one country, th is is not the case. T don’t be
lieve this analogy holds. They are most concerned with naval bases, 
air bases and possibly the stationing of troops, all of which would give 
them leverage against us as well as against the Chinese.

Mr. Rosenthal. Is it your view it is in the interest of the United 
States to be very forthright  in enunciating a policy to Europe tha t they 
ought to free themselves from the th ought that we can maintain their  
security indefinitely for them and tha t they should maintain some of 
this burden themselves?

Mr. P ipes. T think  this  should be stressed very sharp ly by the 
United States.

Mr. Hamilton. Doctor, before you conclude, and your testimony 
has been very fascinating , T would like to give you an opportunity to 
comment on American Middle Ea st policy today. You have spoken 
with approva l of our strong  suppo rt of Israel  and then you made a 
comment just a moment ago which caused some doubt in my mind. 
Could you express yourself on how you view us on the Middle East  
today?

Mr. P ipes. I think  our policy reveals a certain ambivalence. Tha t 
is, we do strongly support Is rael for  a var iety of  reasons tha t I  do not 
need to go into, but at the same time we would very much like the 
Russians out of the Middle East.
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The State Depar tment  seems io think  that  the best way to achieve 
the latt er aim is by conducting a balanced policy which would per 
suade the Arab powers th at they can get more out of us tha n out of the 
Russians. This, in tu rn, necessitates a somewhat anti-Israel policy.

I rath er doubt whether this policy will work. I mean I do not quite 
approve of Mr. Rogers’ policy in this respect. It seems to me tha t 
ultimately the present crisis in the Middle East will be solved if and 
when the Arabs—and of course tha t means the Egypt ians  above all— 
come to the conclusion that  there is no o ther way out except to enter 
into direct negotiat ions witli Israel. ( )nce they arrive at th at conclusion, 
then the Russians will become superfluous to them—since they are 
using Russia as leverage against Israel  and the United  States. There 

e  is great personal friction between the Egyp tians  and the Russians,
they do not care much for one another, and I suspect the Egyp tians  
would be ra the r glad to be rid of their  Soviet military guests.

Mr. H amilton. So you would a lter our policy in the Middle Eas t 
to be even more evenhanded ?

Mr. P ipes. I do not deny the  Arabs may have a case against Israel. 
But where the Arabs have claims, these ought to be settled in negotia- 
tion. Our policy ought to be to demand direct negotiations between 
the parties  involved and nothing else. I do not mean to  imply at all 
tha t we should support Israel 100 percent. The thing that  is so at 
tractive in the Israeli  position, however, is the insistence on direct 
negotiations, and tha t makes perfect sense regardless whether one is 
a Zionist or not. Histor ically  speaking, international  conflicts have 
always been settled between the parties concerned. Once you get the 
big powers nego tiating—that is, a deal between the  Soviet Union and 
the United States over the bodies of E gyp t and Israel—then you are 
back at 19th century  imperialism. It is only in this respect and to 
this extent tha t I would recommend one hundred percent American 
backing of the Israe li position. We should not commit the United 
States to any par ticu lar resolution of the Israel i-Arab  conflict.

Mr. H amilton. Our people will say to you that  it won’t work be
cause none of the Arab  governments  can do that and survive.

PARALLEL W IT H CHIN A
4

Mr. P ipes. I do not find this explanation convincing. The same 
thing  was said about our China policy since 1949. It  was said that  no 
U.S. Government could recognize Communist China and survive. • But we have come to accept the reality of Communist China. They
will have to recognize the rea lity of Israel as well. When that happens, 
they will sit down and negotiate just as we are doing with the Chinese 
Communists.

Mr. R osenthal. In  addition  to what you suggest, the  reluctance of  
Western Europe to get involved in the Middle East , do you think t ha t 
one of the ir other considerations is tha t Israel has 3 million people 
and the Arabs 90 or 100 million or more people and tha t makes the 
Arabs more at tract ive friends in the long run ? Second, do you think 
tha t hesitation is also motivated by some strong historical antisemi
tism tha t still derives st rength  from Western Europe?

Mr. P ipes. To answer your first hypothesis, tha t 90 million or 100 
million Arabs—it is difficult to determine how many there are because 
there really is no Arab “nation”—are importan t and potentia lly bet ter
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friends  to the Soviet than 2 million or 3 million Israelis. I think this is so but  I also believe they have had reasons to change their  minds on 
this. There were some articles recently in the New York Times by Victor Louis, who works for the Soviet government and speaks with 
author ity. Here he dropped hints both to the Israelis and to the Arabs that  the Soviet Union has not closed doors to negotiations with Israel.In fact, he concluded his articles by saying tha t Russia t radi tionallyhas had closer links with Israel than the United States does. These
are hints which suggest that  they are very interested in reopening ♦relations with Israel.

As far  as antisemitism is concerned, I think it reinforces anti- Zionism, but it is not the cause of it. S talin was an antisemite but  thi s did not prevent him from backing Israel  when it was convenient for •him to do so. Once, however, an anti-Zionist campaign was launched, 
antisemitism came into play.

Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you very much. We are very grateful to you.
Again let me say I think it was a very important statement and we 

are very grateful for a person of your sta ture  to take time out to par
ticipate  in what we hope to be a very important series of educational hearings.

Thank you, sir.
Mr. P ipes. Thank you.
Mr. R osenthal. Reluctantly and regrettably I must say tha t the remainder of today’s hearings will be in executive session.
(Whereupon, a t 2 :56 p.m., the joint, subcommittee proceded in executive session.)

E X E C U T IV E  SE SS IO N

Mr. Rosenthal. Let me say briefly for the record tha t we reluc
tant ly agreed to hold this in executive session and tha t it was done only because of the urgent plea of Mr. Abshire and Mr. Sisco, relayed 
throu gh Mr. Abshire. This matter should be discussed in public and you could have had an opportunity  to deny answering any question you felt was high ly sensitive at the moment. My unders tanding with 
Mr. Abshire is tha t your testimony will be printed in the official 
record for publication  and distribution subject to security deletions, and I want von to know that we will be very firm in insisting that great restra int be shown in th at area.

closed hearings a disservice 4
These closed sessions puts us in a very  difficult position and one that we think does grea t disservice to the purpose and import  of these 

hearings. In the future I don’t expect tha t we shall accede to this request unless it is in writing long in advance of the hearing, and even then in my judgment none of us should make any effort to have 
an executive session unless it is a mat ter of great, urgent national  
security. In this  case I don’t believe it is, but if Mr. Sisco believes it is, then we shall proceed in accordance with his request.

So we will be prepared to hear your statement .
Mr. Hamilton. May I just, add tha t I agree to everything tha t 

Congressman Rosenthal has said. I  will tell you how this thin g strikes 
me. The committee rules say that  you are to have a statement  before 
us 48 hours prio r to your appearance. Twenty-four hours prio r to
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yo ur  appeara nce we had no t rece ived  any an d we began to in iti at e 
pho ne call s to the St ate De pa rtm en t. My impre ssio n is th at  you  did  
no t real ly beg in to  c onsider a reques t fo r execut ive session un til  af te r 
ou r inquir ies  were  made an d th at  Mr . Sisco , if  th at  is the  level at  
whi ch the  decision  was ma de  to  req ues t an  execut ive  session , did n’t 
even  get  involved in th is th in g un til  las t nigh t. T hat  is the only im
pression I can  dr aw  f rom  it .

I f  the St ate De pa rtm en t was going to ins ist  on executive sessions, 
then  i t seems to  me it s hould  have been do ne a  week a go o r more. B ut , to  
receive a ca ll a s I  did  la st n ig ht  fro m Co lga te P rent ice at,  I  th ink,  abou t 
6 o’clock and Mr . Rosen tha l som ewh at aft er  th at , req uesting  at  th at 
po int  th at  we hav e an executive session, pu ts  the  cha irm an  and  m yse lf 
in the posi tion of  ha ving  announce d a pub lic  hear ing a nd  the n ca nce ling 
it  and it  is no t a posit ion  in which  I pa rt icul ar ly  like to be pu t. So I  
mu st s ay th at  T tr y  to  ha ve an ap prec iat ion  o f you r p rob lem s th ere bu t 
I real ly don’t see how you c ould  have ha nd led th is  in a worse fas hio n.

Mr. Davies. I un de rst an d. I do apo logize  fo r the posit ion  in  w hich 
you gentlemen  have been put .

I  w ould like to int roduce  J ac k F.  M atlo ck who is th e D ire ctor  of  the 
Office of  Sov iet Un ion  Af fai rs in the  Bu reau  of Eu rope an  Af fai rs 
who h as come u p wi th me th is  aft ern oon.

I  had understood th at  copies of  the sta temen t ha d been brou gh t 
up  th is mo rning,  I  do n’t know w hethe r th at  is tru e o r not .

Mr . Rosenthal. T ha t mak es no diffe rence, t he  ru les  say  48 ho urs .
Mr.  D avies. I  und ersta nd . M r. C ha irm an .
I  wi ll proceed w ith  my s tat em ent th en.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD T. DAVIES, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY OF STATE FOR EUROPEAN AFFAIRS

(T he  biog raph y of  Richa rd  T. Davie s ap pe ars in  the appe nd ix 
on p. 184.)

Mr. D avies. Soviet pol icy in th e M iddle Ea st has  been g enera lly  re ac
tiv e an d op po rtu nisti c. Me thods and goa ls hav e sh ift ed  over  th e y ears. 
For example, the U.S.S .R. was amo ng the firs t sta tes  to  recognize 
Is ra el  in  1948. A t th at time , th e Sovie t a im was  th at  of  he lpi ng  to expel  
Bri ti sh  “ im peria lism” from  th e a rea . W he n t he  U.S.S .R. f irs t provid ed  
arm s to  Egypt th ro ug h Czechoslo vak ia in  1955, those arm s wer e in 
ten ded as much to underm ine  the Ba gh da d Pa ct  as to str ength en  the 
Ar ab s ag ain st Isr ae l. I t  is also no tew orthy th at Sovie t naval  pol icy  
at  the  t ime was to dee mphas ize surfa ce  vessels  in  favo r o f sub marines,  
and the  Sovie ts did no t begin  deplo ying  su rfa ce  ships  int o the 
Med ite rra ne an  un til  the  midsixtie s.

RUSSIA AVOIDS GREAT RIS KS

Sovie t aims are  r ela tiv ely  self -ev iden t: Moscow wants  to  enhan ce its  
own  position,  pa rti cu la rly  ag ain st the  Un ite d States  an d NA TO , in  
an area  close to its  borde rs, which it views  as ha ving  str ateg ic  sig 
nificance. I t  is pu rsu ing a po lit ica l str ateg y in  t he  a rea , bu lwark ed  by 
increased  mili ta ry  str en gth.  Many factors necessarily impin ge  on 
Sovie t aims , such  a s the  m ili ta ry  balance  in the world  a nd  i n the are a, 
the vu lnerab ili ty  of  the  s tat es of the  r egion to outsid e pene tra tio n,  th e
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streng th and loyalty of Moscow’s allies, and the opportun ities for ex
ploitation . The Soviet Union has tradi tionally found it prudent  to 
avoid excessive risks in the area. The A rab-Israel conflict has undoubt
edly greatly helped the U.S.S.IU to achieve its current position.

Soviet mi litary  assistance, pa rticu larly  to Egypt, has been the main 
source of Soviet leverage. [Security deletion.] The Soviet resupply 
effort since the June  1967 war has permitted Egy pt to build up its 
forces above the prewar level. We believe the Soviets have held back 
from meeting all of Egypt’s requests, part icula rly with respect to 
certain offensive equipment. In 1970, following Israe li deep-penetra
tion raids in the Cairo area, Moscow improved Eg yp t’s air-defense 
system by introducing new weapons and Soviet personnel to operate 
them.. Throughout this entire period, the United  States has been the 
principal supplier  of Israel and in maintaining the balance in the area.

As a result of its  supply relationsh ip, the  IT.S.S.R. has been able to 
make extensive use of Egy ptia n airfields and port facilities, part ly in 
support of its own operations in the region. Thus far,  the Soviet- 
Egyptian T reaty signed on May 27 of this year has not been followed 
by an upsurge in Soviet a id to  Egypt . Despite Soviet aid. we believe, 
though we are not certain, that the U.S.S.R. has substantia lly less 
control over E gyptian  policies than might have been anticipated. The 
May purges of Eg yptian leftists, and the hostile Arab reaction to the 
attempted Communist coup in the Sudan, show tha t even massive 
quantities  of arms are not enough to insure Arab subordination to Soviet policy.

It  must also be stressed tha t the quanti ty of Soviet milita ry hard
ware in the Egyptian  arsenal is not an accurate index of Egyptian 
mili tary  capabilities.

OTHER SOVIET AID

Soviet military  aid to other radical Arab states has been on a smaller 
scale than  to Egvp t, [security deletion]. The Soviets enjoy only very 
limited access to.military  facilities in these countries as compared with 
Egypt, and Soviet personnel there are not assigned operational roles. 
Furthermore, Syria  and Iraq  have serious operational  and organiza
tional problems which de tract from their  mil itary  capabilities. [Security  deletion.]

Our assessment of the Arab-Israeli  balance is tha t Israel remains 
superior on the ground in overall capability. While no longer able to 
attack Egypt from the air a t will. Is rael nevertheless retains defensive 
super iority in the air. The balance is being monitored carefully. 
[Secur ity deletion.] The Secretary of State recently announced a new 
review of this balance in the light  of the Soviet-Egyptian communique 
of October 13,1971.

The Soviet naval presence in the Mediterranean has grown steadily 
since the first Soviet naval combalants appeared in the area in 1964. 
Todav. the Mediterranean squadron is a balanced force consisting of 
modern surface combatants, torpedo- and missile-equipped diesel and 
nuclear-powered submarines, auxiliaries, and patro l and reconnais
sance airc raft. Tt usually consists of some 45 to 50 ships of which only 
about hal f are surface combatants and submarines, although, durin g 
exercises and periods of rotation, the squadron has numbered as many as 65 to 70 ships.
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NA TO  M IL IT A R Y  SU PE RIO RIT Y

Since 1968, Soviet reconnaissance ai rcra ft based in Egy pt have pro
vided the squadron with tactica l intelligence on NATO 6th Fleet 
movements, while Soviet anti-submarine-warfare airc raf t have given 
the squadron a modest airborne  anti-submarine-warfare  capability. 
Although NATO Forces continue to enjoy naval and ai r super iority in 
the Mediterranean, the Soviet squadron’s size and structure enable it 
to carry out its missions of countering NATO Forces; collecting in-

♦ telligence on U.S. and NATO Forces, tactics, and capabiliti es; show
ing the flag; and, by its presence, influencing, whenever possible, the 
course of political events in the area.

Thus, the principa l s trictly  military threa ts created by the U.S.S.R.
* against  U.S. security interests involve (1) The danger to Israel  of 

Soviet arms supplies to the Arabs, and (2) the impact of the Soviet 
Mediterranean squadron and o ther Soviet forces in the area on the 6th 
Fleet and NATO.

As we have said, the Arab-Israeli balance remains favorable to Is 
rael, both because of qualita tive advantages and because of the U.S. 
policy of preventing the development of a serious imbalance. As for 
the Soviet Mediterranean squadron, it is sti ll deficient in air cover, de
spite the basing of some Soviet airc raft  in Egypt. It  still does not have 
a very powerful amphibious capabil ity, although it  does have a modest 
ASW  capability. The squadron is, of course, of political significance 
in showing the Soviet flag.

It  would be a mistake, however, to view the Soviet thr eat  purely in 
milit ary terms. The Soviets have gained the ir position in the area 
mainly because of thei r exploitat ion of the Arab-Israeli conflict and, 
in part icula r, of thei r willingness to provide mil itary  aid. Although we 
must mainta in our own commitments in the area, we should not ex
pect the Soviets to be dislodged through an arms race. We are up 
agains t a Soviet political strategy enhanced by growing military 
power. The best way to meet this Soviet thr eat  is by achieving a settle
ment of the Arab-Is raeli dispute. The stability tha t would result from 
such an agreement would serve our in terests; instability serves Soviet 
interests in the area. Such a settlement would lessen Arab dependence 

4  on Soviet arms and  perm it the Arabs to diversify th eir sources of out
side support. In our judgment , if and when the Arabs and Israeli s 
arrive at a political settlement, present Soviet troublemaking capabil
ity will be reduced.

• That completes my statement, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Rosenthal. Air. Matlock, did you want to add some views or 

thoughts?
Mr. Matlock. I have no statement prepa red and I will tie happy to 

answer any questions.
Mr. Rosenthal. Would either one of you want to comment in any 

fashion at all on the testimony of the previous witness. Professor 
Pipes?

Mr. Davies. Well-----
Mr. Rosenthal. I  mean on the substance of it.
Mr. Davies. I found a great many things T could agree with. Mr. 

Pipes is an eminent authority  on the area and our views are  close on 
many aspects of the matters he touched on.
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SO VIET  EX PA N SIO N

To go back to one of the fundamental things Dr. Pipes said with 
regard to Soviet aggressiveness, I pu t less emphasis upon what he appeared to depict of the innate aggressive quality, the concept th at wherever there is land the Soviets feel an urge to occupy it o r to get control of it. It  seemed to ine it  was a generalization tha t went rather beyond what the historical facts might bear out in  some cases.

T thought, too, that in his treatment of the impetus which lead the Soviets to want to leap over Turkey and Iran he didn’t mention a ♦couple of things or rathe r he mentioned one bu t did not dwell on it, and th at is the Soviet demand at the end of the war  for revision of the Montreux Convention. There was also a demand from the Soviets for  what they depicted as the return of Kars and Ardahan in eastern *Turkey  to the Soviet Union, pieces of terr itory  tha t were demanded from Turkey,  and he d id not mention the occupation of Azerbaijan.I cite these things because I th ink they are important in explaining some of the motivations of the neighboring states at the time in entering into defensive alliances against the Soviet Union.
T think  some of the comments he made on the rath er recent period obviously we would have some quarrel  with. I felt Dr. Pipes in his historical survey was on very good ground by and large, but when he got into contemporary events I don’t th ink tha t I would agree with most of what he said.
Mr. Rosenthal. If  he was on such good historical grounds, it seems to me I guess he was. The point I  think he made was that Russians by 

tradi tion,  long before the Soviets, were an expansionist power and that  merely is an extension of the expansionist pow er.
You say on page 6 of your statement, “We are up against a Soviet political strategy enhanced bv growing mi litary  power.” Then you say,“The best way to meet this  Soviet threat  is by achieving a settlement of the Arab-Israeli  dispute.”
Now the implication T draw from your  statement is that if the Arab- Israeli  dispute were resolved tha t the Soviet influence or expansionist aims in the Middle East could diminish.
Air. Davies. No.
Mr. Rosenthal. The suggestion is that the Soviets' natura l tendency »to expansionism would continue notwiths tanding events in the Middle East. Do I read you wrong?

soviet opportunism <
Mr. Davies. No; I would agree tha t Soviet aims would remain.The question is one of opportunities. It  seems to me th at Dr. Pipes did bring out quite cleanly a point on which I agree with him strongly , tha t it is primarily a matter of opportunit ies—where they see the opening, where they see a target which appears  to be susceptible of control, they are going to  move. Now that,  I believe, is precisely the point tha t we are tryi ng to make here. The opportuni ty has been opened in recent times by the existence of this dispute—by the fact tha t the  Arab States have been looking for aid in what they regard as thei r national natura l struggle. The fact tha t the Soviets were there and interested in the area represented the oppor tunity , which the Soviets have grasped. It  seems to me our job is-----
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Mr. Rosenthal. I f the Arab-Israel i dispute is concluded, does the 
Department feel tha t that  would terminate the Soviet expansionist 
aims?

Mr. Davies. No. In fact, Mr. Chairman, I would think  this would 
be irrelevant if the Arab- Israel i dispute were concluded. We have 
seen previous instances of Soviet expansion which, as Dr.  Pipes noted, 
had ended when the Soviets ran up against what they regarded to be 
a superior force. I  th ink I would like to emphasize in tha t connection 
that  the superior  force does not have to be a military force. If  you take 
the case of Azerba ijan, the force was primarily , it  seemed to me at  the 
time, psychological. They were attem pting  to take over this pa rt of 
Iran .

When it became clear to them that there was going to be a real 
clamor in the world, and there was, they  changed thei r view p retty  
quickly and pulled back. Now that does not mean tha t they don’t 
continue to have stuck away somewhere in the back corners of thei r 
minds the idea tha t some day it will be a good idea to reunify , as they 
say, Irania n Azerbaijan with  Soviet Azerbaijan. The aim may remain. 
They judge at the time that the constellation of forces—not milit ary 
alone, because in fact mili tary  force was the least of the reasons they 
withdrew, was such tha t they could not mainta in thei r position, and 
pulled back.

SHOR T-T ER M SOVIET AI MS

So I  don’t think we should be concerned here with tryi ng to change 
long-term Soviet geopolitical aims. Aft er all, these are perceptions 
that they have of what they require or would like to have at a given 
point. That I  think is the part of Dr. Pipes’ presentation which I 
find most difficult.

Mr. Rosenthal. Yesterday’s witnesses said essentially the same 
thing, the Soviets had—I  th ink someone used the  word Victorian att i
tude, tha t they now assumed the role of a major power. And one of the 
burdens of a m ajor power is to have a large empire, f ailing to  recog
nize that this  has become too costly for the top of the 20th century 
economies to support but nonetheless they are going to pursue thei r 
own kind of expansionism. So f ar all the witnesses suggested that.  I 
just  wondered if it is your view and the view of the D epartment  that 
the  conclusion of the Arab-Israeli dispute would in any way soften 
that  expansionist attitude ?

Mr. Davies. Mr. Chairman, you know, I don’t th ink any department 
of the U.S. Government has a firmly formulated view on the point of 
Soviet long term aims. There are all kinds of views within the Gov
ernment as there are outside the Government on this question. We 
have, as you are aware, enough of a problem developing policies of 
immediate relatively  short term-----

Mr. Rosenthal. You have to unders tand long te rm objectives.
Mr. Davies. You certainly do. You have to bear in mind tha t there 

is this expansionist element, however explained, however motivated, 
in the Soviet outlook on the outside world. 1 would explain it some
what differently from D r. Pipes, but what we are talkin g about in the 
case of the Arab-Israel i dispute is attem pting  to remove an oppor
tunity . This does not mean tha t the Soviets would then give up  their  
aims in the Middle East, they would look fo r other channels through  
which to fulfill them.
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T Hunk one difficulty with (he point of view Dr. Pipes is presenting 
in the last of his answers to questions, r ight at the end, was tha t he 
seemed to be positing  the necessity for a zero-sum game in some gain 
here. Y ell. I don't think that is a winning proposition. I mean what 
we should be concerned with is not seeking a way to find more direct 
means of confronting the Soviets but of depriving them of the means 
of confronting ourselves and others, and I think  tha t can be done politically.

Jack, do you have comments?
Air. Rosenthal. Let me just have one other thought. You said you 

disagree with him on some areas of current matters  that  we have discussed.
Mr. Davies. Yes. 

0
DI RE CT  NE GOTI ATI ONS

Mr. Rosenthal. Do you disagree with the proposition he made that 
the real useful way to conclude the Arab-Israel i dispute was between 
direct negotiations of the parties?  Is tha t one of the things you disagree on?

Mr. Davies. Yes. I  disagree on th at, and on this  thing T would agree 
in the terms of a final solution, a definitive solution of this problem.
There has to be a direct negotiation, but it did seem to me tha t Dr.
Pipes was not looking toward the shorter term, that  he was positing 
thi s in terms which are quite natural to the historian but ones which 
diplomats or people who are dealing with these matters  on a current basis don’t find congenial.

That has to be done before you are going to get a lasting, solid peace 
in the Middle East and tha t we take fully into account and realize.
AVhat we are talking  about at the moment though is finding ways and 
means to keep war from breaking out there, to reduce the possibility 
of a renewal of the fighting. I would suggest tha t tha t is our goal 
which is more limited than  the one he was positing when he said that.

Mr. R osenthal. W hat about the  view th at he expressed that West
ern Europe should become more seriously involved about Soviet pene
trat ions : that  it is in the ir interest to resist that when the opportunity  
presents  i tself and tha t we ought to announce or indicate tha t it is a 
cornerstone of our policy that they should assume an interest  in the 
Middle Eas t which they seem to be retreating  from?

NIXO N DOCTRINE

Air. Davies. I would agree with tha t view. I think the goal of 
getting the Western Europeans to do more—they are already doing 
a grea t deal—but to do more both in Europe  and in the nearby areas 
which are bound to be of considerable interest to them from a number 
of points of view is p art  of the President’s policy of lettin g the rest 
of the world know tha t we cannot go on bearing so large a share of 
(he burden as we have in the past. I believe this is inherent in the Nixon doctrine.

1 would say though tha t it does not seem to me it would be terribly  
useful at this point to come out with a resounding statement to this 
effect. I  think  the way we have to work towards tha t goal is through 
representat ions to the Europeans and effort consistently over a period
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of time to convince them th at they have got  to get in lieie anti beai a 
somewhat larger share of the  burden. 1 am afraid that  demonstrative 
statements of this sort, unless they had a practical effect and were 
given practical implementation, would not help a great deal.
“ Mr. Rosenthal. Mr. Matlock, did you want to say something?

STATEMENT OF JACK F. MATLOCK, JR. , DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF
SOVIET UNION AFFAIRS, BUREAU OF EUROPEAN AFFAIRS , DE-

* PARTMENT OF STATE

(The biography of Jack F. Matlock, J r.,  appears on p. 187.)
Mr. Matlock. I just wanted to add another example on what in my

* mind il lustra tes the difference between ultimate aims and capabilities. 
1 think  we had a very good example in Soviet policy just before, dur
ing and immediately a fte r the Second World W ar regarding Finland. 
It  was very clearly the Soviet aim to absorb F inland into the Soviet 
Union like the Baltic States. Like the Balkan States, Finl and  had 
been p art  of the Russian Empire and Stalin  went so far as to set up a 
Karelo Finnish Republic righ t next to Finland. He had as a member 
of the Politburo an ethnic Finn , Kuusinen. It, was very clear tha t the 
aim of his policy was the absorption of Fin land.

TII E FI NNIS H EXAMPLE

You know, of course, the ir experience with the Win ter War and 
with the Finn s during the war, and I think tha t over a period of 
years it soon became evident to the Soviet Government t hat  whatever 
their  desires might have been in tha t area it was not worth the cost. 
Here I think again, stric tly speaking in a purely milita ry sense, if 
they had really decided in 1945 that regardless of other considera
tions they would have pushed their  m ilitary forces i ito Finland, it is 
difficult to say really tha t the West would have resisted by force, both 
the political costs and other  costs would have been extremely high.

Now I would say tha t today who knows what is in the back of the 
minds of some Soviet leaders? Maybe they do posit the absorption 
of Finland as an ultimate goal—maybe they no longer do, but the 
essential thing is t hat  the political situation in Finland does not give 
them the oppor tunity at least at  this stage to achieve complete domina
tion of Finland. I think our feeling is they arc relatively comfortable 

, with the situation they have. I think  tha t really has a bearing on
what we are saying about the. Arab- Israel i situation because rega rd
less of what thei r intent might be, of what their  ult imate goals might 
be, what has really brought them in lias not been these ultimate 
goals or this inten t so much as the specific situation  which has led 
the Arabs to turn to them. If  this situation were ameliorated so tha t 
the Arabs did not feel tha t they had to turn to the Russians, then 
there would be much less oppor tunity , I think, for the Soviet 
exercise o f influence and power in the area would be reduced to a 
commensurate degree.

Mr. Davies. Tha t is a good point. Many other examples could be 
cited in support of the contention tha t you know tha t we are not 
dealing with a great land power which is inexorably  pushed outwards  
and cannot retrac t. They have retreated. They retrea ted not only in
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terms of  the ir aims in Finland  but they retreated from Austria. There were many people in the West who said they will never give up their  zone of occupation in Austria. They did. They retreated from China.This of course came at a moment of great weakness when they saw the constellation of forces in the world very badly against them.Actually, I think  they were not so bad against the Soviets as they believed they were.
So T think in looking at the Middle East we ought to apply these lessons as well as the overarching view of political conclusions when *it comes to long-range aims.
Mr. Rosenthal. Mr. Hamilton.
Mr. H amilton. I f Soviet interests in the Middle Eas t are best served by instab ility as you mentioned in your statement, the Soviets will *not be any help to us on interim settlement  efforts and beyond that it would not seem to bode well for a big force. You are really saying to ns here tha t the Soviets don’t want a settlement in the Middle East?

A N  IN T E R IM  SO LU TI ON

Mr. Davies. Our reading is that they have not actively hindered us. Their position now seems to be : OK, go ahead and see if  you can work out this interim settlement. No doubt in taking tha t position they have got mixed motives. Fir st of all, we can’t be sure what their  assessment is of the chances of our success. Second, if we should not succeed, they would be counting on benefiting by our failure.However, there is a fundamenta l congruence of interest here despite the vast divergence of aims and immediate goals, and th at is that , like us, they would prefer  not to see the fighting break out again. Our judgment  at this moment is they don't think that would be in their interest.
Now what the situation would he if, as, and when they should conclude th at the Arab states were sufficiently strong to overcome the Israelis militarily is another question.
Mr. H amilton. They don’t want the fighting to break out between Israel and Egypt?
Mr. Davies. That  is correct.
Mr. H amilton. How do you characterize  Soviet mil itary  assistance to Egypt? W ould you say it is defensive in na ture or are they supplying offensive weaponry, or both ?
Mr. Davies. Well, in effect both, but the mix seems to be qualified <on the side of not giving the Egyp tians  everything they want and part icularly  in the sphere of offensive weapons: that  iŝ  if one can imagine the kinds of things the Egypt ians would want if, for example, they were planning a massive cro"s-eanal operation. Now some of these items have shown up in Egypt but not in quantitie s which would lead us to believe that the Soviets have agreed with the Egy ptians th at this should be the next stage.
Mr. H amilton. I s there any debate going on in the Soviet Union about the policy?
Mr. Davies. Well, now, you have asked a question which starts  Kremlinologists musing. I  personally believe there is a debate going on, I believe there is a debate going on all the time on important  elements of Soviet foreign policy of this magnitude. I thin k there
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are people there, there are what you might call parallels with the “li ttle 
England ers’’ in England of the late 19th century. There are “littl e 
Russians” and “great Russians.”

DIFFERING SOVIET VIEWS

I am not using tha t term in any ethnic sense, as it usually is. I think 
there are people who say we have got enough to worry about with 
what we have righ t around our borders. We are not threatened in 
any material way f rom the south;  tha t is, by Turkey and Iran . Yes, 
it would be good if we had more influence there and we were quite 
sure th at they would never a lly themselves with anybody else against 
us.

Mr. H amilton. Now can we identify specific Soviet leaders, for ex
ample, that advocate tha t line?

Mr. Davies. No. That  is why I  say you don 't evoke concrete answers. 
We cannot identify specific people who would be taking a questioning 
attitude. We can make guesses based upon the positions some of the 
leadership have taken on other questions. For example, I  think  most 
people who study th is subject carefully are inclined to th ink tha t those 
Soviet leaders who have a part icular interes t on the economic side— 
tha t is, building up Soviet indus try and developing Soviet technology 
in catching up with the West, as they have always said they wanted 
to—will probably be a littl e less inclined to support what they may 
feel is adventurous  foreign policy. We don’t have any proof of this.

The leadership acts together, the Politburo makes its decisions 
eithe r by reaching a consensus with no important figure strongly dis
senting or on occasion by a  majority vote and we don’t get an insight  
into what goes on in  this  tiny group of 13 or 14 men. They make these 
decisions and they are successful in avoiding leaks to the press.

Mr. H amilton. I s i t your view in the Department tha t direct talks 
between Egypt  and Israel are impossible in the immediate future ? And if so, why is it your view ?

Mr. Davies. Sir, you are really getting out of my area there, the 
European area. I think I  really should say th at you ought to ask Joe 
Sisco and people who are responsible fo r Near Eastern affairs.

Mr. H amilton. We will hold the question for another time.
Is there anything you can report  to us as a result of the  United Na

tions discussions with the Secretary  tha t bears on this question of 
Soviet interest in the Middle East  ?

Mr. Davies. No; there is not. I am not aware of anyth ing that has 
come out of those tha t would change the situation as it was viewed 
be fore the United Nations met.

OPENING  SUEZ CANAL

Mr. H amilton. How s trongly do we think the  Soviets want to open up the Suez Canal ?
Mr. Davies. Well, I thin k they would like to see the Suez Canal opened. Now we were talk ing earlier about-----
Mr. Hamilton. Are they put ting  a lot o f pressure on Eg ypt to get it open ?
Mr. Davies. No; I  don’t think they are. I think their position now 

as best we can determine it is one in effect of letting the Egyp tians  
make the running.
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Mr. Hamilton. Make the what ?
Mr. Davies. Make the  run ning on this score. That is, the Egyptians 

have been involved with us during this  past period in an effort to find 
an interim settlement. I think the Soviet attitude is one of saying, 
“Well, you people have to make up your own minds; how do you want 
to play this?”

Now I th ink i t is also quite probable that  they are not doing anything 
in part icula r to push the Egypt ians in this direction. I thin k here 
probably the ir major concern is tha t the  United States  should not end 
up publicly appearing as the author of  the  interim settlement.

Mr. Hamilton. W hat kind of an atti tude are European allies ex
pressing with regard to our interim peace efforts?

Mr. Davies. In general I thin k it  is one of support. They would like 
to see us succeed, they would like to see a settlement reached in the 
area.

Mr. Hamilton. Don’t they have very great misgivings about the 
chances of success of an interim settlement ?

Mr. Davies. Some of them do; yes.
Mr. Hamilton. In other words, some of them say to us it is not going 

to work?
Mr. Davies. Yes; some of them are.
Mr. H amilton. Who?

EU RO PE  W A IT IN G  FO R U N IT E D  STAT ES

Mr. Davies. Well, I don’t think any of the governments involved 
have come forward with this kind of judgment. Now we have heard 
from some of our colleagues tha t they  do have strong doubts, they are 
not a t all sure i t will work. B ut I think the a ttitude of our European 
allies is one of  wishing us well and hoping tha t we can come up with 
a settlement.

Mr. Hamilton. One of our witnesses yesterday said tha t the Soviets 
are beginning to develop an interest in Middle Eas t oil and tha t con
sumption is or will soon he ou tstripping domestic production.

Mr. Davies. Soviet consumption ?
Mr. Hamilton. Yes, Soviet consumption.
Do we see this in terest ?
Mr. Davies. No, we have not.
Jack.
Mr. Matlock. No;, as a matte r of fact, I think  our feeling on th is 

point is tha t probably Soviet production if we look ahead say to 1975, 
1980, is very likely going to keep pace with Soviet consumption. Now 
they may have some unfulfilled requirements if they take on export 
responsibilities or export commitments. You know, right now they ex
port I think about 800,000 barre ls a day to Easte rn Europe  and about 
the same amount to other countries in Western Europe and to some 
extent to Japan. So they have fairly  substan tial export commitments.

I think  the problem is not so much are they running out o f oil for 
their  own use or will they run  out of oil. I t may well be tha t they need 
a certain amount if they need to maintain  thei r export  position. I think 
here tha t the problem is unlikely to be of such a magnitude that  this 
would be a significant motivat ing force—I mean their  own need for 
the oil.

Mr. H amilton. Le t me ask you the same question I asked Dr. Pipes. 
Where does the Soviet leadership pu t the Middle E ast  in the ir scale 
of priori ties today ?
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Mr. Davies. I think Dr. Pipes had a good answer. The first priority is at the moment China. Very closely linked with tha t is the problem of Europe, including Eastern Europe which continues to  be a problem for them 26 years after the war. They are concerned to reach settlements and create an atmosphere of detente in Europe, I think primarily  because of the ir great  worry over China. I t seems to me that the Middle E ast comes aft er this complex of problems. If  you want to take the three areas and rank  them in order, I would say the Middle Eas t comes third.
Mr. H amilton. Have we seen any change since the Soviet-Egyptian trea ty in the flow of arms to Egyp t ?
Mr. Davies. There has not been any great upsurge in the  delivery of arms, no, sir.
Mr. Hamilton. In this statement they made just the other day-----Mr. Davies. The communique?
Mr. Hamilton. Yes. They indicated more arms would be flowing, didn't they?
Mr. Davies. Well , yes, they  did. The communique from the Sadat visit says tha t the Soviets will continue to support the Egyp tians  throu gh the supply of arms.
Mr. H amilton. Was the re a connotation of increased supply?

no increase in arms

t

Mr. Davies. I don't thin k the connotation was one of increased supply. I think there we are going  to wait and see what happens. The Egyptia n war minister did stay in Moscow following the departure  of President  S adat presumably to negotiate on thi s and allied questions.Mr. Hamilton. Are you satisfied tha t our surveillance techniques here are very good 'with re gard  to  monitoring  the  supply of a rms ?Mr. Davies. Yes, s ir; I thin k they are.
Mr. Hamilton. We have high confidence in our ability to detect what is going in to this  ?
Mr. Davies. Yes.
Mr. Hamilton. And the nature of the problems ?
Mr. Davies. Yes, sir.
Mr. Hamilton. I thin k that  is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Rosenthal. Jus t one last question, Mr. Davies.
How do you see the  Soviet fleet in the Mediterranean—as defensive, offensive, mixed? How do you see it as a threat to Europe, NATO, the Middle E ast involved and so forth? I think we have had mixed opin ions on that.
Mr. Davies. Mr. Chairman, at the present time I would not describe it  as an outstandingly  offensive force. I t serves as an important Soviet mili tary  presence in the area. We have not concluded t ha t it is designed as i t now stands to be used in what you might  call a first- strike capacity and sweep the Mediterranean. It  does provide a certain security  for  Soviet operations in the eastern Mediterranean. Obviously one of its princ ipal tasks at the present time is to monitor  what we are doing and at temp t to develop a body of doctrine  on how it would meet the problem of  naval operations in  the Mediterranean in time of war, but it does not seem to us to be designed to be an overpowering threat.Mr. Rosenthal. Thank you very much. We apprecia te your appearance.
The subcommittees stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the join t subcommittee adjourned.)





SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE WESTERN RESPONSE
TH UR SD AY , OCTOBER 21, 1971

H ouse of Representatives,
Committee on F oreign Affairs,

Subcommittees on E urope and
th e Near E ast,

W ashington, D.C.
The jo int subcommittee met a t 2 p.m. in room 2175, Rayburn House 

Office Building , the  Hon. Lee H. Hamil ton (chairman of the Subcom
mittee on the Near East)  presiding.

Mr. H amilton. This joint meeting of the Subcommittee on Europe  
and the Subcommittee on the Near Eas t will come to order.

Today’s hea ring will examine internal factors in the Soviet Union 
affecting the formulation of Soviet foreign  policy toward areas like 
the Middle East. While we are primarily  interested in looking a t those 
bureaucracies in the Soviet Union with  a stake in Soviet policy and 
involvement in the Middle East , we would also like to discuss what 
kinds of debate go on in the Soviet Union on foreign policy issues in
volving the Middle East.

We are happy  to have with us today two scholars with expertise on 
Soviet foreign policy. Dr. Vernon Aspa turian is a professor of politi 
cal science at Pennsylvania  State  Unive rsity and Dr. Roman Kol- 
kowicz is a professor of political science at the Univers ity of Cali
fornia a t Los Angeles.

Dr. Aspa turian , I believe you testified before the Subcommittee on 
Europe in 1964. We welcome you back and you may proceed to read 
or summarize your statement, as you choose. F or the benefit of both 
of you, your statements will be entered into the record and made a 
part of the record.

You may proceed, Dr. Aspaturian.

STATEMENT OF VERNON V. ASPATURIAN, PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL 
SCIENCE, PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVER SITY

(The b iography of Air. Aspaturian appears on p. 183.)
Mr. A spaturian. Thank you very much, Air. Hamil ton.
What I propose to do is to discuss in somewhat brief fashion inter

nal forces in Soviet policy as they affect the eastern Mediterranean, 
more importan tly how Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean has 
affected internal and domestic forces and institutions.  I want to con
centrate  essentially on two general categories of institutions and forces 
tha t are affected and have affected policy. The first general category 
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consists of the national ities and certain religious groups and the sec
ond consists of public bodies, institu tions and various other social 
groupings.

RU SSIAN  INTE RE ST  IN  EAS TER N MEDIT ERRANEAN

Russia’s in terest in the eastern Mediterranean has been long dur
able and persistent. In spite of unrelenting attempts to establish a 
presence in the area over the  past century in concert, association or in
trigu e with a wide assortment of other powers, until  comparatively 
recent times all of these attempts have resulted in signal failure for 
one reason or another.

Neither the alliance with the Enten te in World War I, nor the ill- 
fated association with Hit ler in 1939-41, nor the joint Allied victory in 
World War II  could bring  about the realization of a more than  100- 
year ambition to become a Mediterranean power. All of Russia’s par t
ners, of whatever political hue, ideological coloring or vintage, seemed 
equally implacable in blocking Russ ia’s entry into this vita l waterway 
which has always been of strategic importance to Europe,  Asia, and 
Africa , and now plays a crucial role in the overall global balance of 
strategic power.

I need not go into detail concerning the various strategems employed 
by Moscow to reach into the Mediterranean, since this has been amply 
covered by other witnesses, but rather  I wish to restrict my remarks 
almost exclusively to the internal forces and pressures which have 
impelled the Soviet Union to expend the immense effort, resources, and 
risks to achieve status as a Mediterranean power, and also to the im
pact tha t these policies have in turn  had upon the in terplay and inter
action of domestic forces inside the Soviet Union. In  my remarks, I 
shall make only passing references to the goals and objectives—both 
short term and long range—of Sovie t policy in this region, attempting 
wherever possible to link them with domestic sources of impetus and 
feedback effects upon Soviet domestic institutions, forces, and entities.

Init ially, Soviet objectives in the eastern Mediterranean and its sur
rounding areas were primarily ideological in character , stemming 
largely from Moscow’s self-assumed mission of encouraging and sup
port ing revolutionary movements and groups of various hues as they 
struggled to free themselves from European economic and political 
control and influence. F ledgl ing Communist parties, radical national 
ist movements and reformist, anticolonial regimes, including monarch
ies, were supported in various ways in Turkey, Iran, Afghan istan and 
elsewhere soon after the revolution in an endeavor to simultaneously 
erect a political buffer zone against outside intervention and to pro
vide a foundat ion for fur ther ideological penetration and expansion. 

TRADITIONAL SOVIET GOAL

While Soviet policy durin g this  period was largely bereft of ex
plicit stra tegic, commercial, and political goals in the traditional sense, 
as the Soviet regime stabilized itsel f and grew in power, the activities 
of the Comintern and its various external components in these coun
tries became de facto instrum ents of trad itional Russian purposes in 
the area, although within  the context of world communism and de-
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liverance from colonialism and capitalism rath er than  tsar ist expansion or Christ ian humanitar ianism.
The establishment of Soviet power in the Transcaucasus and its 

formal incorporation into the U.S.S.R.  once again made Russia a Near 
Eastern , if not an eastern Mediterranean power, and the tradi tional 
imperatives of security inte rests in the region once again assumed their 
cardinal importance. Commercial and economic interests in the region 
were also soon resurrected, and ideological interests were thus  simply « graf ted upon those a lready ordained by geography and history.

Thus from 1924 to 1939, Soviet interest  in the eastern Mediter
ranean was largely passive in character. It  had no active or affirmative policy, since its limited capabilities impelled it to focus upon• the more crucial areas of Central  Europe and the  F ar  East . An active 
eastern Mediterranean  policy was simply a luxury  which the Soviet 
Union could not afford, since the Briti sh and French presence in the 
region seemed firmly entrenched and fixed. The opportunities fo r penetrat ion and influence were sparse and the possible benefits of such a policy equally meager.

WO RLD WAR  I I

The Nazi-Soviet Pac t and the first phase of World Wa r II , how
ever, created unexpected opportunities and possible windfalls. The 
collapse of France and the military isolation of a beleaguered Brit ain 
appeared to presage an imminent collapse of the Anglo-French sphere 
of influence in the eastern Mediterranean, threa tenin g to create an 
enormous vacuum which Stal in felt should be shared by Hitle r.

Less than a year before the German attack upon Russia, a bizarre 
conference took place between Molotov and Hit ler  in Berlin, in which 
the German dicta tor offered to define the forthcoming Soviet sphere of influence in the region by expansively suggesting tha t Moscow 
focus its attention “in the general direction of the Indian Ocean,” a 
vision too grandiose and remote to have any relevance for Moscow’s 
real concerns which at the time were in the Balkans  and Turkey. 

T U R K E Y  AN D IR A N

0 I might say that the Soviet Union felt this was a ra ther remote and
rather  utopian type of offer and instead countered with a formal 
counterproposal tha t indicated Moscow was more interested in establishing a milit ary and naval base in the Turkish Straits  and more• interested in establishing a more limited but incredible sphere of in
fluence “south of Batum and Baku in the general direction of the 
Persian Gul f.” The Germans ap paren tly rejected this proposal because they never responded to it.

The Nazi-Soviet negotiations  thus revealed tha t the trad ition al 
interests of Russia in Iran, Turkey, and the strai ts had lain dormant 
but were not dead and at least strongly suggested tha t Soviet ambitions 
in this region could easily be aroused if the opportuni ty presented 
itself, but equally suggested that Moscow was in no position to elevate 
it to a primary  or high-priority interest.

The Allied victory  in World  War II , the collapse of German and 
Ita lian power in the Balkans and the weakening of the Brit ish po
sition, however, served to  sustain  the opportunities  at a level sufficient
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to  imp el St al in  to  at  lea st mak e a serious  effort  to ex ten d Sovie t in 
fluence no t only in Ir an , Tu rkey , and the st ra its , bu t also to  Greece , 
no rth A fr ic a an d even eas t Afr ica.  Di ffe ren t str ate gems  were  em
plo yed  in  each  case, defined lar ge ly  by the con ditions , circumstance s, 
avail ab le ins tru me nts  a nd  c red ible jus tificat ions. In  Ir an , Sovie t mili 
ta ry  pre ssu re,  exe rted  ma inly th ro ug h Moscow’s re fusa l to  wi thdraw  
its forces  fro m no rth ern Ir an , combined wi th the es tab lishm ent of a 
pu pp et  au tonomous  regime in  P er sian  Azerbaid zhan, a nd  th e m an ipu
la tio n of  th e l ef tis t T ud eh  P art y , were  used in an ef for t to  ex trac t eco
nom ic an d possibly te rr itor ia l concessions fro m Te heran . In  Tu rkey , 
where  n ei ther  a viab le Comm unist P art y  o r le ft is t mov eme nt existed , 
St al in  employed  Georg ian  and Ar menian irr ed en tism to  ann ex te rr i
to ry  fro m T urke y in the east an d rel ied  u pon the su pp or t of  g ra te fu l 
Al lies to  coerce T urkey, which  had  w’avere d and vasc illate d du ring  the  
war, int o pe rm itt ing the Sov iets  to establish mili ta ry  and nava l bases 
on the str ai ts.  The trad iti on al  Ru ssi an obsession wi th  security and 
free ex it fro m the  Black Sea were  offered as pr incipa l jus tificat ions. 
In  Greece, a civi l wa r insti ga ted  by loca l Comm unist mili tants , al 
thou gh  ap pa rent ly  ne ith er  in iti at ed  no r enthu sis tic all y san ctio ned  by 
St al in , was  relu cta nt ly  coop ted by  Moscow. Iro nica lly , i t was the local 
Comm unist at tempt  to  move Greece in to  the  S oviet  o rb it th at  was t he 
pr incipa l factor  which  mobili zed  an d cong ealed  Western  sen tim ent  
ag ains t the otherwise rea son able claims which Moscow made ag ain st 
Tu rkey , alt ho ug h the Sovie t debacle  in Ir an  also played  its  role. As 
par t of  an ap pa rent  conc erte d d esign to  establi sh he rse lf as a M ed ite r
ran ean pow er, the Sovie t U nio n also unexp ect edly made bid s of  v ary
ing  degrees  of  ef for t to  become t he  tr ust  power in three fo rm er  I ta lian  
co lon ies : The  Dod ecan ese Is land s off the  Ana tolia n coast, t he  Cy ren ai-  
can  part  o f L iby a, and in  E ri tr ea  on the  A fr ican  H orn.  Al l three  bids 
were  rebuffe d in  sp ite  of  Moloto v’s eloque nt appeals  th a t the Sovie t 
contrib ut ion to  the  Al lie d vi cto ry , he r we ll-know n op posit ion  to c olon i
alism an d her  long exp erie nce  wi th  na tio na lity pr oblems, ma de Moscow 
em ine ntl y qual ified  to  become a tr ust  power. In  ad di tio n,  Moscow 
demanded one- third  o f t he  It al ia n  Navy a s wa r booty, pre sum ably to 
use i t as th e ba sis o f a M ed ite rra ne an  fleet.

A SOVIET FA ILU RE

All  of  th e p os twar Sov iet att em pts to establi sh he rse lf in the  easte rn 
Med ite rra ne an  reg ion  fai led . H ad  the Sov iet Un ion  succeeded  across 
the board , there is l it tle questio n bu t th at  Moscow wou ld have become 
a Med ite rra nean  pow er of some ma gn itude , giv en the fact  th at  the 
Bri tis h were alr eady  expre ssing  the ir  inab ili ty  to fu lly  preserve th ei r 
fo rm er  presence  an d were  ca lling  upo n the Uni ted St ates  to fill the 
vacuum . The eve ntual upshot was  th e emergence of th e Un ite d State s 
as a M ed ite rra nean  power a nd  th e i ncorporat ion  of  Greece an d T urkey 
into the Western  all iance system as Am erican  prote cto rat es.  St al in  
pr ud en tly  ret reated  to th e B lac k Sea an d, af te r h is dea th,  his  successors 
made ame nds  to Tu rkey  and officially wi thd rew  its  ea rli er  dem and s 
fo r b oth  bases and  te rr ito ry .

I  prese nt th is as a way of  backdro p because I  th in k it is im po rta nt  
to lin k toge ther  the se var iou s aspects of  Soviet in ter es ts in  th e are a in 
orde r to show how it  relate s to  the  m ain  focus of my sta tem ent .
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We can say with respect to the Soviet demands upon Turkey in 194G 
and 1947, down to about t ha t time, the role of in ternal forces, insti tu
tions, and groupings in the shaping of Soviet policy in the eastern 
Mediterranean, as well as the impact of such policy upon the domestic 
situation, was rather  limited and restricted. As you know, private 
interest groups do not exist in the Soviet system and hence there were 
none t hat  could conceivably develop a vested interest in the region; 
nor, with the exception of the armed forces, were there any public 
institutions sufficiently independent or functionally differentia ted to 
develop discrete ly distinguishable, even though nonconflicting, inter
ests in the area.

The armed forces, particular ly the navy, were anxious to  secure free 
exit from the Black Sea and the addition of new territory  south of the  
Caucasus would undoubtedly improve the Soviet defense perimeter in 
tha t vital region but, aside from this, there was lit tle opportuni ty or 
even perception of separate interests by Soviet public bodies and insti 
tutions. Furthermore, the Soviet decisionmaking process was so cen
tralized during this period tha t Soviet public bodies and institutions 
were largely ins trumentaliti es of the decisionmakers rather th an active 
participan ts in the decisionmaking process.

RU SSIA N  PO LIC Y M A K IN G

Whatever benefits accrued to various interna l public bodies, in stitu 
tions or groupings were large ly fortuitous windfalls and not the prod 
uct of conscious pressure, leverage or even design. Thus, had Stalin’s 
postwar demands in the area materialized,  the armed forces, part icu
larly the navy, would have been substantially benefited whether it 
actively part icipated  in formula ting the policy or not.

Policies in the region, as elsewhere, were largely  conceived and 
developed by the leadership, based upon its values, goals and definition 
of interests and simila rly executed in accordance with its judgment and 
assessment of  the situation . These interests were broad and diffuse in 
character and did not correspond in a discrete sense with the specific 
interests  of given in ternal entities. Rather, the overall purpose was to 
streng then the Soviet Union, expand her power and influence to assure 
in the first place the security and survival of the Soviet Sta te, and to 
prepare in the second place a foundation for expanding  the area of 
Soviet influence via conventional means or the spread of communism.

Moscow sought bases on the Turkish  S trai ts and  terr itory in eastern 
Turkey  largely for strategic and defensive purposes, although eventu
ally they could be used as a basis for fur the r expansion. In Iran, 
Moscow sought not only oil concessions on favorable terms but wished 
to weaken the Irania n state and draw it into the Soviet politica l 
orbit. In Greece, ideological aims were imposed, bu t accepted, upon 
Moscow by local Communist militants. And Soviet demands for trust 
territ ories  in Africa could be described essentially as a desire for 
enhanced interna tional  prestige  and acceptance, a lthough such trust 
terri torie s would enable Moscow to establish a foothold in Africa 
as a prelude to undermining Bri tish  and French power in the 
continent.

Stalin  prudently  refra ined  from making demands tha t would ex
plicitly  encroach upon established French  and Briti sh interests  and 
thus the Arab states were considered off-limits fo r the moment.
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RU SS IA N N A T IO N A LIT IE S AN D M ID DL E EA ST  PO LI CY

Aside from purely public bodies and institu tions, other internal  forces tha t were to become more intrica tely involved in the eastern Mediterranean policy of the Soviet Union were social and national  groupings and, in particu lar, cer tain religious groups and nationalities. Soviet Jews and Muslims, Georgians and Armenians, and even the Russian Orthodox Church, had important links with the region, as 
well as discretely defined and perceived interests which could vitally  affect Soviet policy and, in turn , be affected by it. Unlike Soviet 
public bodies and institu tions at the time, these were domestic groupings of long historical duration, with almost predetermined interests in the area but, because of the Soviet political system, were effectively precluded from acting as independent or autonomous centers of influence and pressure upon the Soviet decisionmakers generally.

Stal in was quite aware of these interests and, while keeping their propensi ty fo r in itiat ing action or exercising independent articu lation  of th eir view suppressed, he shrewdly manipulated thei r external con
nections and links for en tirely other purposes. Cap italizing on the fac t tha t the special interests of these groups were both well-known and enjoyed a credible legit imacy in the  outside world, he employed them as instruments of Soviet policy without at the same time allowing them to become active part icipa nts in its formulation.

Thus, the Russian Orthodox Church with its interests in Jerusalem and its spiritual links with Greek Orthodox communities in Greece and the Arab world, the Jews with thei r intererst in Palestine and later Israel, the Armenians with their  special ties to Armenian communities in the eastern M editerranean countries and irredentist claim to thei r historical homeland in eastern Turkey,  the Georgians with 
simila r though less extensive terri toria l claims to Turkish terr itory , the Azerbaidzhanis and thei r association with neighboring kinsmen 
in north Iran , and the Soviet Muslims with thei r spiritual links with other Muslims in the Mediterranean region, were all utilized as pawns of Soviet policy in one connection or another .

A R M EN IA N S AN D M U SLIM S

The Armenians inside and outside the Soviet Union were energized and activated to give legitimacy to Soviet demands against Turkey, since this was a cause to which all Armenians of various political hues could r al ly ; the new State of Israe l was quickly recognized and m ilitary assistance funneled through Czechoslovakia, which was welcomed warmly by Soviet Jewry and aroused substantial support for Soviet goals among sectors of Jewish communities abroad. Although the potentia l was great, Stal in was not as skillful in utilizing Soviet Muslims as instruments of  Soviet policy par tly because of the circumstances of individual cases and partly because of Sta lin’s own personal predisposition toward  Muslim nationalit ies which he viewed with a scorn just short of contempt.
Furthermore, Stalin was pursu ing policies detrimental to Muslim states and communities in the region; he was supporting  Armenians and Georgians agains t Turks and supporting  Jews against Arabs. Under the circumstances, it was perhaps  more prudent not to need-
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lessly arouse Muslim consciousness and remind Soviet Muslims of 
thei r external links. Even the Soviet activity  in Persian  Azerbaidzhan 
was careful ly disassociated from Soviet Azerbaidzhani irredenti sm, 
unlike Soviet claims against Turkey  which consciously enflamed Geor
gian and Armenian nationalism in an active manner.

Although Stalin skillfully orchestra ted and controlled the active 
involvement of Soviet religious and national groups in support of 
Soviet policy, he was equally adept at c ircumscribing their initiatives 
and contnued to actively repress the ir laten t predisposit ion to act 
spontaneously in behalf of Soviet interests which happened to  coincide 
with thei r own more specific interests. Stalin knew that  officially in
spired and directed involvement of these groups in support of Soviet 
policy could easily develop its own individual momentum and become 
disfunct ional and even dangerous to Soviet policy if events and cir
cumstances dictated a reversa l or abandonment of policies supported by 
these groups.

SOVIET JE W RY

Soviet Jewish suppor t for  Israel might continue even if Soviet policy 
became hostile to Israel and Armenian irredentis t demands agains t 
Turkey  might persist  even i f Moscow reversed its a ttitude and sought 
rapprochement with Ankara. Stalin recognized these hazards and 
dangers and he developed contingency plans to deal with them, rely ing 
principally  upon instrum ents of ter ror  to keep these sentiments in 
check.

Nonetheless, the official blessing bestowed upon the activity of se
lected nationa l and religious  groups in support of specific aspects of 
Soviet policy imparted to it a measure of legitimacy, even within the 
Soviet context, which could not be easily or  completely extinguished. 
By recognizing the right of Soviet Jews and Armenians to support 
Soviet policy in the name of promoting and defending  Jewish and 
Armenian nationa l interests,  Stalin inadvertently legitimized both 
Jewish  and Armenian nationalism as an absolute right.

At this stage, the revival of Jewish  self-identity and consciousness 
posed a grea ter haza rd to Stalin’s policies than  did Armenian na
tionalism, since the Jewish State which became the focus of Soviet 
Jewish support was not  under Soviet control or influence and seemed 
unlikely to be in the foreseeable future.

Furthermore, the more active involvement of the more numerous 
and influential Jewish community in the United States on behalf  of 
Israe l and its grea ter importance to Israel itself, impelled the suspi
cious Sta lin to perceive the possibility tha t Soviet Jewry, because of 
its concern with Israe l, might  be converted into an instrument of Is
raeli and even U.S. interests, and  he took immediate measures to frus
tra te and eradicate this possibility. Whether Soviet policy toward Is 
rael assumed an ever more hostile turn during the late Stalin period 
because of thi s fear of a potential fifth column or whether i t stemmed 
from a conscious decision to abandon Israel as a possible Soviet client- 
state in the eas tern Mediterranean in favor  of other prospects remains 
difficult to discern.

Irrespect ive of why Soviet policy toward Israe l underwent an 
abrupt change, the  consequences for Soviet Jewry of this  ini tial exer
cise in becoming actively implicated in Soviet Near Eastern policy
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was a near disaster. The episode also contributed mighti ly to the re
crudescence of anti-Semitism in the Soviet Union which ultimately  
developed its own rationale independent and separate from Soviet 
policy toward Israel,  and yet influenced it as well as conditioned the 
atti tude of Soviet Jews to the Soviet State  itself.

It  should be noted tha t the Soviet atti tude  toward the Arab states 
and thei r claims against Israel  was not a fac tor in Soviet behavior a t 
this time. The alienation of Moscow from Israe l and the  alienation of 
Soviet Jews from the Soviet regime became essentially a domestic 
problem, w’hose dynamics assumed an independence from Soviet pol
icy in the eastern Mediterranean although it grew out of that  policy. 
When Moscow in 1955 developed an active pro-Arab policy, this sim
ply aggravated the alienation which has since grown to enormous pro
portions  and threatens to become one of the most serious domestic 
problems of Soviet society. Conceivably, Jewish alienation could 
spread and infect other national ities whose laten t resentments and 
frus trations against the Soviet regime might easily be forced to 
surface.

EFF ECTS OF MID DLE EA ST PO LICY  OX  SOVIE T MIN OR ITIES

The increasing Soviet involvement in Arab affairs and support for 
Arab claims against Israel has resul ted in  the activation of the Soviet 
Muslim nationali ties, even to the extent of using Muslim political and 
cultural dignita ries as Soviet dip lomats to Arab countries. Since none 
of the Soviet Muslim nationalities  are Arabs, this means tha t not na
tional but religious and cultu ral affiliation is being employed and ac
tivated. Here again, as long as Soviet policy is pro-Arab, it does not 
run counter to normal Soviet Muslim sentiments, but should it for 
some unforeseen reason become anti-Arab  and hence indirectly anti- 
Muslim, some alienation of Soviet Muslims can be expected due to this 
part icular aspect of Soviet policy.

Changes in Soviet policy toward Turkey also resulted in a similar 
cycle of mobilization and alienation of Armenian support for Soviet 
causes in the area. As long as Soviet claims against Turkey, ostensibly 
on behalf of the  Armenians, were not abandoned even though not  vig
orously prosecuted, there was little  reaction from the Soviet Arme
nians o ther than varying degrees of gratitude and support. Afte r S ta
lin’s death, however, when his successors formally  apologized to 
Turkey  and forced the Georgians and Armenians to officially abandon 
thei r irredentist claims, Armenian disenchantment gave way first to 
disillusionment and eventually to potential alienation as the Soviet 
regime actively pursued a rapprochement with Turkey.

As part of this  effort, the Soviet regime, in response to Turkish  rep
resentations, has sought to muffle those aspects of Armenian  nation
alism tha t appear offensive to the Turks. Thus, in 1965 and 1966, when 
the Armenian Republic commemorated the 50th anniversary of the 
Turkish massacres, Moscow intervened to downplay the event. The 
consequence was anger and revulsion, which erupted in demonstrations 
and riots in Yerevan as A rmenian speakers attacked the Turks and 
demanded tha t the Soviet authorities do more to satisfy their  claims 
against Turkey. These anti-T urkish  sentiments were publicly expressed 
by outstanding Armenian intellectuals, writers and scientists of un-
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imp eachab le loya lty  to the  Sov iet St ate and fidelit y to the Comm u
nist Pa rty.  As  a res ult , Moscow int erv ened  an d removed the lead er 
ship from bo th the Ar men ian Comm unist  P art y  an d Go vernm ent be
cause  of  th ei r in ab ili ty  to con tro l these ex ub eran t ma nifes tat ions  of 
nationalism,  bu t thes e res ent ments  an d an ge r con tinu e to per sis t.

I t sho uld  also be po inted  out in th is  connection , how ever, th at  the  
new Soviet approa ch  to Tu rkey  h as foun d a wa rm rec ept ion  i n Sovie t 
Az erb aid zhan  and among the va rio us  Tur kic na tio na lit ies of  centr al 
Asia, all of whom have st ro ng  cu ltu ra l, lin gu ist ic  and rel igious ties 
with the  Ot toma n Tu rks. Th us , if  Moscow sho uld  once ag ain ad op t 
a policy hosti le to Tu rk ey  in response to  Armenian  pre ssu res  or  fo r 
some othe r reason , she runs  the ris k of  al iena tin g the Sovie t Tu rk ic  
na tio na lit ies  who, in the meant ime, have been mobiliz ed to  su pp or t 
and fac ili ta te  So vie t rep procheme nt  with  An ka ra .

PRESSURES OF SOVIET NATIONA LITIES

Le t me po in t ou t wha t I  th in k shou ld be draw n out as Sovie t 
na tio na lit ies ex er t pressures  on the Sovie t Governm ent in its  Ne ar  
Ea ster n pol icy.  W ha t is im po rta nt  in th is connection  by way  of  s um 
ma ry is t h is :

1. Na tio na l and rel igi ous gro ups in the  Sov iet  Un ion  hav e become 
con ver ted  fro m passive  o bjec ts of  m an ipulat ion by Sov iet lea ders into 
inc rea sin gly  act ive  pressure groups  seeking to forc e Moscow to ad op t 
polic ies in the  Ne ar Eas t th at  are  con gen ial or  at  least no t hostil e 
towa rd sta tes  an d grou ps  th at have close connections wi th them. In  
almost all cases, t hi s poses  a serious  dilemm a fo r the  S oviet au thor iti es  
since dom est ic S oviet na tio na l a nd  re lig iou s group s p res sur e the  Soviet  
regime on be ha lf of co nt radictory policies.  Re spondin g to Je wish  de 
mands in  su pp or t o f I sr ae l would a lie na te M usl im na tio na lit ies , w here
as res po nd ing to th e press ures of  M uslim na tio na lit ies to su pp or t the  
Ar ab s ag ains t Is ra el  an d to seek rapp roch em en t wi th  Tu rk ey  will  
con tinu e to  al ien ate  Sov iet  Jew s and  Arme nia ns.

2. The Sovie t reg ime is involved cu rre nt ly  in a serious  conflic t w ith  
subs tan tia l numb ers  of  Sov iet  citi zen s because its  polic ies in the east
ern  Med ite rra ne an  have ag grav ated  an ti-Se miti c tenden cies at  home. 
To a les ser deg ree , Moscow is  in da ng er  of  al iena tin g a signif icant nu m
ber  of Ar menian s because of  its  re fusa l to act ive ly press Armenian  
na tio na l cla ims  a ga inst  T urkey. Th e Ar men ians  pose less o f a p rob lem  
th an  the  Jews  because they  are more vu lne rab le as a n at iona l en tit y— 
vi rtua lly  the  en tir e Arm en ian na tio n resides  on Sov iet te rr itor y— and  
th us  the y enjoy no op tio n asid e fro m disp laying  th ei r resentments , 
anger, a nd  fr us trat io ns  in  sym bolic an d passive form .

In  th e case of  th e Jews , the  Soviet Jews  co nstitu te only a  sm all fr ac 
tio n of the  tot al  w orld Je wish com munity , and t he  J ew ish  S ta te  exis ts 
outside  Sov iet  con trol . Je wish  ali enati on  thus  can  assum e the  fo rm  o f 
inc rea sin g dema nds fo r em igratio n to Isr ae l an d th is  ag ita tio n wil l 
find con siderable  su pp or t in  Isr ae l, the Un ite d State s and in  othe r 
countri es. Bo wing  to these dema nds in tu rn  could com plic ate  the  
reg ime’s re lat ions  wi th  othe r na tio na l and rel igious groups  which  
might demand sim ila r rig ht s to em igr ate , pa rt ic ul ar ly  those na tio na l 
gro ups whose na tio na l sta tes lie out side the  Sovie t Union . F urt her
more. allow ing  Sov iet Je ws to leave  fo r Is ra el  would  br ing crie s of
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outrage from Arab states, since this  would have the effect of not only 
streng thening  Israel but reenforcing the legitimacy of Jewish claims 
to Palestine.

3. Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean is now inextricably 
enmeshed in Soviet nationality  problems at home and effects Soviet 
relations not only with individual Soviet nationalities but influences 
the relationship of Soviet nationalit ies with one another as each at
tempts to push the Soviet regime into a direction tha t conflicts with 
the interests of the other nationalities.

Mr. Rosenthal. I wonder if I  can inte rrupt .
Mr. Aspaturian. Yes.
Mr. Rosenthal. One view is that the Soviets sort of cheered these 

minority groups on and, unwit tingly, they have now developed into a .
sort of a Frankenstein  monster. These strong  views, having been acti
vated by governmental policy and by thei r own individua l momen
tum, is carried  forward by the ethnic or religious or other  nationalities.

Mr. Aspaturian. Yes.
Mr. R osenthal. It  seems to me like a dilemma.
Mr. Aspaturian. Yes; it threatens to spill over and create similar 

problems for other nationalities that  currently arc not even atfected 
directly in Soviet policy.

Mr. Rosenthal. This is something we have not done here in the 
United States. We have not tried  as a governmental policy to cheer 
such groups on.

A DOMESTIC INF LU EN CE

Mr. Aspaturian. I think wo have. We have not tried  because we 
don’t have to do tha t; the groups can cheer themselves on. One of the  
reasons why we have not been really involved in th is in the same way 
is tha t we don’t have the same arra y of forces, although  I would sus
pect tha t if we had, say, 5 million Arabs in this country, American 
policy in the Middle Eas t might be a littl e different, and so would the 
domestic situation.

Mr. Rosenthal. Gett ing back to the deeper domestic problems; we 
have never tried  to cheer groups on to support policy or to change 
policy which is what is happening here.

Mr. Aspaturian. Well, I thin k that, given our political system, we »
did th at indirectly  dur ing the period of the  cold war, when, I think,  an 
attem pt was made to mobilize ethnic Americans from Eastern  Europe 
on behalf of American policy, not in the same way but I think th at it 
was done to a certain degree. *

Mr. Rosenthal. It  is very risky.
Mr. Aspaturian. Yes; it is very risky because policies can change, 

and once you arouse cer tain groups to suppo rt a partic ular  policy on 
grounds of a special interest tha t they might have this legitimatizes 
the ir interest and keeps sustaining it even though the government 
may deviate and revise its own estimate of what its interests should be.

Mr. R osenthal. I thin k the Nixon admin istrat ion sees tha t now in 
a reversal in the China policy.

Mr. A spaturian. Yes; T th ink to a certain degree that is true. Yes.
Do you want me to go on ?
Mr. R osenthal. Yes, please.



Mr. A spatu rian . Ev en  Sovie t cla ims to Tu rkey  un de r St al in  tr ig 
gered  Ar menian -G eorgian  qu ar re ls since the two  republics ha d ove r
lapp in g t er ri to ri al  claim s ag ains t T urke y.  As  a s ing le sta te at tempt ing 
to sim ultane ously  rep res en t the  n at iona l in ter es ts of  more  th an  a  score 
of dif fer ent nati on ali tie s, t he  So vie t le aders  are  di sco ver ing  th at  So vie t 
fo rei gn  pol icy  goals, pa rt icul ar ly  in th e ea ste rn  Med ite rra nean , hav e 
un witt ingly exposed t he  basic  in comp ati bil iti es  o f S oviet  na tio na l p ol
icy as i t sim ultaneously at tempts to  disc harge i ts ob ligations to  various 
na tio na lit ies in the field of  forei gn  pol icy  an d disc overs, fo r example, 
th at  its  fo re ign poli cy on beha lf of  the Ar menian s conf licts  with  its  
fo rei gn  pol icy on behalf  of the  Sovie t Tu rk ic  natio na lit ies .

4. Th e unev en im pact of Sov iet  pol icy  i n the  easte rn Med ite rra ne an  
on various Sov iet  na tio na l an d rel igious grou ps  also invo lves  uneven  
costs  and  r isk s fo r the Sovie t regime.  Th e Mu slim  and Tu rk ic  na tio n
ali ties, whi le rel ati ve ly nume rou s in  bo th  to ta l numb ers  as well as i nd i
vidual na tions  a re not, howe ver , among the  m ore intens ive ly developed 
an d ski lled  in t he  S oviet  Unio n. Th ey  do, howe ver , occupy large  tr ac ts  
of str ate gica lly  located te rr itor y on the bo rders  of the U.S .S.K. and 
inc rea sin gly  t he y are  becomin g an im po rta nt  f ac to r in the  Soviet  con
flict wi th  Ch ina . Th us  the ali enati on  of  sub sta nt ial  numb ers  o f Sov iet 
Muslim  and Tu rk ic  cit izens wou ld pose a serious  pro blem fo r 
Moscow,  alt ho ug h th e genera l leve l of consciousness am ong these g roups 
is r ela tiv ely  low and t he  d ange rs are  not  p ropo rti on ate to t he ir  num er
ical size.

JE W S  AN D A R M EN IA N S

On  the othe r ha nd , the Jews  an d Ar menian s are  rel ati ve ly small 
in to ta l numb ers , bu t they  are  two  of the mos t intens ive ly develop ed 
an d sk ille d sec tors of  th e Sovie t po pu lat ion , pa rt icul ar ly  the  more 
th an  2 mi llio n Sovie t Je ws who co ns titute an inv alu able,  almost in
disp ensable, I  w ould say,  hu man  rese rvoir  of scientific,  in tel lec tua l and 
ar tis tic  ta lent . Th is is also tru e,  bu t to  a lesser degree,  of  the  
Ar me nia ns  who, in ad di tio n to  su pp ly ing the Sovie t Un ion  wi th 
ou tst an ding  scient ists , int ell ec tua ls an d cre ati ve  ar tis ts , also fu rn ish 
subs tan tia l numb ers  of  high ly  trai ne d an d ski lled organiza tio na l, 
manageri al,  m ili ta ry  an d ad min is tra tiv e per son nel , op erat ing in sec
to rs  fro m which  Jews  a re  excluded fo r po lit ica l and othe r reasons.  Tn 
shor t, both na tio na l gr ou ps  while sma ll are  cre ative mi no rit ies  di s
perse d th ro ug ho ut  th e Sovie t U nion , pe rfor min g valuab le and  im po r
ta n t fun ctions. The ir  ali en ati on , fo r any reason , could res ult  in a 
subs tan tia l red uc tio n in th ei r efficiency an d perfo rm ance,  and co r
res pond ing ly t hat o f the  So vie t sys tem as a who le.

T m igh t po in t ou t her e t hat alt ho ug h I  am discus sing th e tw o na tio n
ali tie s in  a s ing le c ontex t, Jew ish  an d Arme nia n in ter es ts i n t he  ea ste rn 
Med ite rra nean  are ne ith er  in ha rm ony or  in  con flic t; Ar menian s hav e 
cla ims  ag ains t Tu rk ey  an d hav e no qu ar re l wi th the Ar abs or  Je ws;  
Je ws hav e cla ims  ag ain st the Ar abs bu t no qu arre l wi th  ei ther  Tu rk s 
or  Armenians.  Th us , th e discussion of  th e cost of  th ei r ali enati on  to 
the Sovie t Un ion sho uld  not be in te rp re ted as me aning  th at  thei r 
pre ssu res  upon Moscow are in  the  same dir ec tio n or  in coo per ation 
wi th one  anoth er.  Th ey  move sim ply  in  dif fer en t bu t not  opposin g 
direct ions.
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RI SK S AN D COSTS OF SOVIET MI DD LE  EA ST POL ICY

Fina lly let me say in this connection tha t ultimately the greatest 
costs and risks which the Soviet Union may bear as a result of its 
eastern Mediterranean policy may well be the feedback effects of its 
changing policies upon the na tional ity equilibrium a t home.

I will go now to the Soviet public institutions and entities in Soviet 
Middle Eastern  policy: The armed forces, economic sectors and social 
groups.

The continuing and deepening involvement of the Soviet Union in 
the Middle East since 1955 has resulted in interlacing specific domestic 
interests with policy in the area th at goes beyond the na tiona lity issue. 
The Communist Party  appara tus, various sectors of the economy, the 
armed forces, sociofunctional groups, and even factions within the 
state bureacuracy have all, to some degree, developed a vested stake in 
Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean. While it is exceedingly 
difficult to casually relate the  interests of specific groups with certain 
aspects of policy, i t would appear th at, as in the case of religious and 
national  groups, the influence upon the shaping of policy and the 
reciprocal impact of policy upon interests  is both uneven and fluctu
ating  in character.

Indiv idual  Soviet leaders and factional  groupings  within the lead
ership have also developed a vested stake in the  Soviet Middle Eastern  
enterprise tha t would seem to affect their  politica l fortunes favorably 
or adversely. The minor shake-up in the Soviet Centra l Committee 
afte r the 1967 Arab-Israel i War , coming immediately after indica
tions in the Soviet press of a b itte r controversy over the  implica tions 
of the  Arab defeat for the U.S.S.R., suggests this  very strongly. Ind i
viduals closely associated with Alexander Shelepin, in part icular, ap
pear to have suffered a loss in influence within the leadership.

The precise contours of those factional  lines, together with their  
positions, cannot be fixed but  it appears  certain that the 1967 war 
affected some individuals and groupings adversely while benefiting 
others. Similarly, controversy over whether  to mainta in, diminish or 
deepen the Soviet commitment to the  Arab cause leaves an uneven 
impact upon various  public insti tutions, factions, social groupings and 
sectors of the economy.

Furthermore, the general Soviet ci tizenry is also vita lly affected by 
the costs of a par ticu lar policy in  the eastern Mediterranean in rela
tion to other priorities . The Soviet Union, over the past decade and a 
half, has poured enormous resources into the Middle East , and thus 
possesses an enormous economic, mi litary and political investment in 
the region which it must protect  and preserve and the existence of 
this investment has been shaped by the interests of various internal 
forces just as it in tur n continues to affect the fortunes  of these domes
tic groups.

SOVIE T ARME D FORCES

Fir st and foremost, Soviet policy in the  Middle Eas t has contributed 
immensely to the importance of the armed forces in the Soviet sys
tem, although the armed forces may not have actively advocated such 
a policy in the first place. In  the past  15 years, however, the  Soviet 
military seems to have developed a vested stake in the policy tha t
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goes over and beyond simply the abstract in terests of the Soviet S tate. 
The Arab defeat in 1967 was in some ways a defeat for the Soviet 
military since it  was charged with equipping and t rain ing the Egyp
tian  forces. Its  prestige  thus  suffered indirec tly, which suggests tha t 
it is determined that this shall not happen again. Since 1967, Soviet 
troops, technicians, advanced mili tary  equipment and perhaps even 
margina l involvement in military operations  have increasingly made 
thei r presence felt on Egypt ian soil.

All branches of the Soviet m ilita ry appear to be actively involved, 
but it is the Soviet Navy, in part icular, tha t has demonstrated the 
greatest relative growth as a consequence of Soviet ambitions in the 
Mediterranean. The expanding commitment to the Arab  states has 
been accompanied by steady growth  of Soviet Naval Forces, which 
increasingly assume a key tactical  role in asserting  the Soviet pres
ence in the region. Establish ing a sphere of influence in the Medi
terranean, in effect, releases the Soviet Navy from its landlocked 
environment, enabling  i t to grow to meet and exploit the expanding 
opportunities t ha t lie waiting in the Atlan tic, the Pers ian Gulf and 
the Indian Ocean.

Since Soviet policy in the eastern Mediter ranean has justified the 
rapid growth of the Soviet Navy, we can assume tha t the Soviet Naval 
Forces have developed an enduring  interest  in preserving and expand
ing Soviet power in this region. A failu re of Soviet policy in the area 
could have disastrous consequences for the Soviet Naval Forces;  it 
might  be deprived of its quasi-bases in north Africa and be forced 
back into  the Black Sea, with a re sultant contraction and diminished 
role to play in Sovie t life.

SOVIET INDUSTRY

The mili tary  investment in Egypt has also affected the Soviet econ
omy, pa rticu larly  the defense industries  and heavy industries. Egypt 
and other Third  W orld countries have become a dumping ground for 
obsolete and surplus Soviet weapons, Eg yp t’s demonstrated military 
ineptness vir tually guarantees a perpetual market  fo r surp lus and ob
solete weapons. It  becomes a market for spare parts and altogether 
Soviet policy in this  region serves to  keep Soviet defense indust ries 
humming and busily developing and producing new weapons which 
can be tested and tried out  in Egypt .

On the other hand, ligh t indus try, agriculture, the consumer goods 
industries  and the service industries may view Soviet policy in this  
area with disfavor , since commitments to the Arab countries serves to 
drain away scarce resources and preserves economic prior ities th at  
these sectors of the economy find distasteful, since it ar rests or deceler
ates their growth  in  spite of growing demand at home for thei r goods 
and services.

PARTY APPARATUS

A thi rd group whose interests are ambiguously affected by Soviet 
military policy is the  party apparatus. Normally, th is ins titution finds 
itself in close informal alliance with the military and heavy industry, 
but this is by no means clear with respect to the Arab  states. Since 
none of the Arab  states are Communist in charac ter and all have 
legally outlawed the ir Communist parties , the puris ts in the par ty
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apparatus are understandab ly apprehensive with Moscow’s extensive 
and expensive flirtation with regimes tha t are internally unstable, 
politically  unreliable, ideologically suspect, and basically anti-Com
munist. Local Communists are often persecuted, harassed, jailed, and 
executed by regimes which are actively supported by Moscow. This 
serves to demoralize local Communists, f rust rates the  development of 
Communist parties, arrests  agitation for Marxist -Leninist type revo
lutions and in general serves to ally Moscow with anti-Communist 
regimes.

Furthermore, some veteran Soviet pa rty officials are concerned tha t 
these basically bourgeois regimes are exploiting Soviet power for th eir  
own purposes and would be ready to abandon the Soviet association if 
more desirable options were to make the ir appearance. There are sug
gestions th at some senior party officials in Russia regard the regimes 
in Egypt , Syria , Iraq , Algeria , and Sudan as more Fascist th an Social
ist in character. Thus, these officials may view with alarm the fact tha t 
the Soviet Union in some ways has become the prisoner of weak, 
ideologically erratic , and politically unreliable  client-states that can 
inadvertently maneuver the Soviet Union into confrontations with the 
United  States, forcing  the  Soviet State  to lay its prestige on the  line 
by either escalating risks on behalf of dubious goals or withdrawing 
in prudent humiliation.

I t is noteworthy that  senior Soviet party ideologists like Mikhail 
Suslov have yet to express consistent enthusiasm for these regimes or 
the Soviet association with them. Unlike the organizational p arty types 
like Brezhnev, it appears tha t the ideological types are  not partic ular ly 
enthusiastic about the specific manner in which the Soviet Union is 
attempting  to cultivate a sphere of influence in the Mediterranean.

Furthermore, Soviet support for regimes th at outlaw local Commu
nists serve as a signal to other Communist pa rties tha t they, too, can 
expect to be sacrificed to promote Soviet global power interests as dis
tinc t from it s ideological interests. This creates a possible opening for  
the Chinese who may come to the rescue of local Communist partie s 
abandoned by the dictates of Soviet expediency.

Thank  you.
(The full text of Mr. Aspa turian’s statement appears on p. 82.)
Mr. Hamilton. Thank you very much.
You may proceed, Mr. Kolkowicz.

STATEMENT 0E ROMAN KOLKOWICZ, PROFESSOR OF POLITICAL 
SCIENCE, UNI VER SITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

(The b iography of Mr. Kolkowicz appears on p. 185.)
Mr. Kolkowicz. Thank you very much.
I apprecia te very much being able to discuss today the role of the 

military factor in Soviet foreign policy and, more specifically, the 
Soviet m ilitary goals in the Middle Eas t and the role of the milit ary 
as a pressure group in the Soviet Union.

SOVIET MILITAR Y MORE IM PO RT AN T AFT ER STAL IN

The Soviet mili tary  has traditionally played a minor role in the 
shaping of Soviet foreign policy objectives and interests. Stal in con
trolled, coerced, and terror ized the officers corps whenever he found it
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expedient, and the mil itary’s views on foreign policy carried little 
weight in the Politburo, except perhaps during World Wa r IT. The 
death of the dictator in 1953, however, freed the military  establishment  
from its subord inate position, and they have since expanded the ir influ
ence and political power impressively. It  would not be an overstate 
ment to suggest th at the Soviet military establishment has become the 
most powerful insti tution  in the Soviet Union next to the party .

There are many reasons for  the m ilitary’s ascendance into the ir cur
rent position of influence. First, the single, d ictato rial rule of Stalin 
was replaced by a collective leadership, which by its very nature re
duces the absolute power and control from the  center, and  is a k ind of 
coalition rule, with the attending necessity to constantly balance pow
erful  and at times conflicting in terests at play; two, the Soviet Union 
has become a global superpower whose interests and commitments 
around the globe have grown substantially  and depend to a large extent 
on a viable and effective milit ary establishment; three, the enormous 
complexity of modern warfa re and nuclear technology increased the 
indi^pensability of mili tary  expertise in policymaking; four, the 
role of ter ror  machine, which in the past  kept the milit ary controlled 
and coerced, had now become reduced, thus making the military a more 
self-assured and  powerful  institu tion.

Each of these factors, and many others, have strengthened the mili
tary’s corporate autonomy and its influence on Soviet politics and 
made the par ty leaders more dependent on the  marshals, generals, and 
admirals. These factors have also reduced the party ’s controls within 
the milit ary and thus  enabled the lat ter  to press the ir demands with 
grea ter immunity and impunity.

K H R U SH C H E V  AN D T H E  M IL IT A RY

The current leaders in the Kremlin have undoubtedly also learned 
an important  politica l lesson from the experiences of thei r predeces
sors, Malenkov and Khrushchev. They presumably learned tha t to 
oppose the milita ry’s basic interests in the long run eventually invites 
political disaster. Chai rman Malenkov, whose foreign and defense poli
cies alienated the mili tary  during  1953-55, was easily ousted from 
power with the mil itar y’s support. The price the milit ary extracted 
from his successor. Khrushchev, was impressive, involving higher mili
tary budge tary allocations, massive promotions and the reduction of 
par ty controls over the  armed forces. Chairman Khrushchev who came 
to power with  the milita ry’s support eventual ly opposed a number of 
important mili tary  objectives and was ousted from power in 1964 with 
the support of the milit ary, who presumably expected a better deal 
from the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime.

The Soviet mili tary  represent  today a state  within a state, an 
enormous organization absorbing a large portion of Soviet economic 
resources, given prefe renti al treatment by the party and playing an 
important role in the shaping of Soviet defense and foreign policies. 
We must ask, therefore, what does the mil itary want? Or, to nut  it 
in another way, w hat are some of  the mil itary’s interests, objectives, 
and values tha t are  relevant to Soviet foreign policy presently <

The m ilitary’s basic objectives and perennial  demands are no sec ret: 
high prio rity  levels fo r the  defense sector of the economy; h igh levels 
of budgetary allocations for the several branches of the armed
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forces; grea ter autonomy for the high command in the planning and execution of milita ry policy—in other words, grea ter authority and independence from the party. The milita ry prefers  an interna tional  environment which is less than stable and which can be described in terms of high levels of “threat  expectation,” in pa rt as a rationalization  for the maintenance of high defense budgets and pr iorities fo r the defense industrial sector.

A CONSERVATIVE MILITAR Y VIEW

With  reference to broad foreign policy objectives, the milit ary's  attitudes may be described as milit ant, conservative, and rather  inflexible. F or example, the  Soviet Government’s support  of a detente policy has met with resistance and hostili ty from many sectors of the mi lita ry; past  attempts by p arty  leaders to reduce the burdensome size and cost of the conventional forces in  the Red Army have met with concerted opposition from the military, and they were eventually rescinded; occasions of poli tical and milita ry accommodations with the West, as for example in the Cuban missile crisis, were met with host ility from the military .
There is no need to expand this list in order to arrive at the conclusion th at the marshals, generals, and admirals prefer to deal with Soviet external problems from a position of power, seeing the security of the country and the pursui t of policy opportun ities abroad as being determined largely by the might of the  Red Army. AVliile Stalin and Khrushchev resisted mi litary  pressures more effectively, presumably being more s trongly entrenched in power, the current  leadership is, fo r a variety  of reasons, less willing  or able to oppose the military.One point needs to be made clear : in describing military-party  disagreements I do not mean to imply tha t the milita ry is necessarily more mil itant and adventurous than  the party leaders; nor is it fair  to say tha t the military always speaks with' a single, united voice. The military community is frequently divided, interservice rivalry is a known fact, and the par ty is constantly seeking to fur ther these diversions within the milita ry in order  to prevent collusion and to achieve bette r control. Moreover, the milita ry high command is at times more conservative and less adventurous than party leadership in pressing for foreign and milit ary adventures abroad*
However, when it comes to the mil itary’s basic objectives described above, the officer corps tends to act in a united way, and when it comes to projecting military power abroad the military wants to be assured tha t the time, place, and capabilities are right.  In the contemporary period, and with reference to the area under consideration today, the Middle Eas t, the milita ry seems to feel tha t the time, the place, and the capabi lities are indeed right. Let us now, therefore, turn  to Soviet military goals in the Middle East.
I believe tha t in order to better understand Soviet political and milita ry objectives in the Middle Eas t we should place these in the broader context of their  political and military purposes and policies around the globe. The reason for this is, I  believe, th at their  Middle Easte rn policy is closely rela ted to others, and tha t future Soviet behavior in the Middle Eastern region will be strongly influenced by what happens elsewhere.
It  is a generally accepted fact that  Soviet milita ry and political leaders rely, above all, on th eir milita ry capabilities to defend their
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country, to control the ir satellites and to expand thei r influence around 
the globe. Ideology, Communist doctrine, revolutionary propaganda, 
and economic a id all play thei r assigned roles in Soviet political cal
culations. But in the final analysis, to the suspicious Soviet mind, only 
the might of arms is what  preserves th eir gains and turns  opportun
ities into  f urther  gains. Now for  about two decades since World War 
II , the Soviets labored under  a disadvan tage : they were strategically 
infer ior to the United States. Soviet leaders tried  various means to 

» get around this handicap, but it was not  until the past few years that
they finally obtained this  desperately sought objective—obtaining s tra
tegic equality with the West.

,  CH AN GE S IN  SOVIET STRATEGIC POLICY

I believe that this development has led to several important  changes 
in Soviet strategic t hink ing and foreign policy.

For two decades since W orld War  II , Soviet foreign and military 
policy was essentially Western  oriented, it focused on an intense con
frontation  of NATO and the United  States . Soviet military capabili
ties, postures, and strategies were aimed primarily  against the West. 
In  recent years  we have seen a shift  in th at policy emphasis and orien
tation. We may call this  new policy line, this new Soviet grand de
sign, a policy of hold and explore. Specifically, hold the Western 
flank stable, normalize and stabilize relations with the West from the 
newly gained position of strategic  equality, in order  to  gain greater 
freedom to deal with the challenge from Communist China in the 
East,  and to explore promising opportun ities south of Russia, in the 
Mediterranean, in the Middle East, and in the areas of the Indian 
Ocean.

Such a policy shi ft seems realistic and promising to Soviet political 
and military leaders. They tend to see a continuation of the old, anti- 
Western  confrontation policy as one of  high cost, high risk and low 
payoff, while the pursuit of the new policy direction as one of rela
tively low cost, low risk, and potentia l high payoff. Several recent 
Soviet policy initiat ives seem to support these assumptions: Soviet 
interes t in strateg ic arms control talk s; Soviet interests in European  

• security arrangements with the West—all seem directed at a stabi li
zation and normalizat ion of rela tions with  the West from a position of 
strategic  and political strength and equality.

» IMPL ICAT IO NS  OF SOVIET MI LITA RY  EX PA NS ION IN  THE MIDDLE EAS' ’

Moreover, Soviet concerns with China have become more acute, and 
they have undertaken corresponding milit ary and political measures 
to tha t end. And finally, Soviet interests in and commitments to the 
Middle East have increased and are likely to increase. The Soviet mi li
tary expansion into  the  Middle  Ea st is therefore intimately  related to 
several developments and expectations:

One, the U.S. preoccupation with the conflict in Southeast Asia 
which necessarily reduced our attention , interests, and the likelihood 
of significant commitment to the Middle Eastern region.

Two, the sharp  rise in the levels of  Soviet strategic and conven
tional capabilities offered the Soviets a greate r sense of security vis- 
a-vis the West and emboldened them to  probe the degree of Western 
resolve in the Middle East .

70-214 — 71----- 6
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Three, the Middle Eastern region represents to the Soviet mind a 
highly promising area for political and milita ry exp loita tion : it con
tains a number of intensely anti-Wes tern countries, with unstable 
leadership, seeking outside support and open to Communist 
penetration.

Four , the pressure of the Soviet military  upon the p arty  leaders to 
expand Soviet military presence in the region for both military and 
political purposes has likely reduced whatever reservations there 
might have been in the Kremlin.

CO NCL USI ONS

We may suggest, therefore, tha t the increased Soviet m ilitary power 
is looking for a purpose. To the  Soviet m ilitary  and political leaders 
the Middle East is in many ways an ideal place and purpose. It opens 
strategic  areas in support of Soviet global military operations; it is 
an area of ill-defined Western political interests, and thus prone to 
probing and penet ration ; it offers the Soviet military an opportun ity 
to expand its influence abroad, to test certain doctrines and weapons; 
it enhances the rationale  for high levels of defense allocations at home. 
An increased Soviet milita ry presence in that region threatens the 
southern flanks of NATO and the actual and symbolic Western pres
ence. The region, moreover, is logistically accessible to the Soviet 
Union.

The Soviet military leaders have never, in the half century history 
of thei r country, commanded a more formidable armed force; never 
enjoyed such a strong political position at home; never been that 
powerful vis-a-vis the West. Moreover, from the Soviet point of view, 
their  tr aditio nal adversaries, the United States and the NATO coun
tries, have never been in such a disarray, largely because of Vietnam, 
domestic preoccupations, and because of a disinclination to undertake 
new global commitments.

I would conclude, therefore, that this is a rather dangerous situation 
in which the Soviet military leaders may seek to force the hand of 
thei r rather unimaginative and less-than-decisive collective political 
leadership.

The future  course of Soviet policy in the Middle East will there
fore depend to a large extent on the firmness and resolve of the only 
power capable of d eterr ing fur ther Soviet penetration of the  Middle 
Eastern region, and the only power capable of compelling them to 
reconsider future  course of action. In  the absence of such a resolve I 
suggest the Soviet military and political leaders will feel less con
strained to expend the ir military presence there and thus set the stage 
for a poten tial conflagration of disastrous proportions.

(The. full text of Mr. Kolkowicz’ s tatement appears on p. 90.)
U .S . RE SP ON SE

Mr. Hamilton. Gentlemen, we thank both of you for your fine 
statements. You have added perspectives to our committee hearings 
tha t we have not had before and we appreciate  your fine statements.

Dr. Kolkowicz, you conclude in the sentence that you just read t ha t:
The futur e course of Soviet policy in the  Middle East will therefore depend 

to a larg e extent  on the firmness and  resolve of the  only power capable  of det er
ring fu rth er  Soviet penetra tion  of the  Middle Easte rn region.
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That  is the United States . I presume.
Air. K olkowicz. Yes.
Air. H amilton. What  kind of steps do you think  the Uni ted States  

ought to take  tha t we are not now tak ing to achieve th at ?
Air-. Kolkowicz. Well, I suggest that first we want to take a look 

at the possibilities for influencing Soviet behavior. Soviet foreign 
commitments of recent years have become expanded. While they are 
milit arily  much stronger, they are also potentially more vulnerable.

Soviet political, milit ary and economical commitments have ex
panded in E ast Europe, the Ear  East and in the Aliddle East. There 
are certain  domestic pressures within the Soviet Union, pressures from 
certain elites which are not quite sure of the outcomes of an endless 
involvement in the quicksand of the Aliddle East.

What I am suggesting is tha t there are certain avenues possibly 
open to us in which we may, without getting directly involved, deter 
or influence furt her Soviet involvement. F irs t, we must come to terms 
at home with a ra ther unhappy fact. The Aliddle Eas t is not a remote 
area of limited American interest. This is po tentially , and not neces
sarily  remotely, a likely area of a more massive Soviet involvement and 
we should, I believe, become educated to this possibility.

Second, I  suggest we could possibly make it more expensive for the 
Soviets at, for example, the SALT negotiations and force them to con
sider certain costs and r isks involved in terms of th eir own priorities. 
If  we assume tha t Soviet interests in SALT are genuine, we may seek 
to persuade them to reconsider these part icular costs or risks involved.

Third , we obviously want to make sure tha t the State of Israel,  the 
only source of resistance to Soviet penetrat ion, receives our substan
tial support in terms of supportive declaratory policy and in terms of 
not eroding at least minimal positions, minimal requirements for its 
security.

AVhat I  am suggesting is not a very elegant solution simply because 
the problem is too complicated. AVhat I am suggesting is that the re are 
a variety  of ways to persuade the Soviets to reconsider the costs and 
the risks involved in thei r gradual and expanding penetra tion of the 
Aliddle East.

SO VIET  PEN ETRA TIO N  OF  T H E  MID DL E EA ST

Air. Hamilton. When you talk  about penetrat ion, what does the 
word “penetration” mean to you? Are you thinking  in terms of domi
nation ? Is this what the Soviets are seeking in the  area, absolute con
trol of certain states? Do you think  the intent in AIoscow today is to 
control countries of the Aliddle East as they have controlled Easte rn 
European countries ?

Air. Kolkowicz. Well, I  believe we might possibly want to examine 
this problem on two or three levels. I  don’t think tha t the Soviets are 
strongly interested in gett ing more real estate in the Aliddle East. I 
think the Soviets are predominantly interested—and this is a common
place observation, but I thin k it  is relevant—in the reduction of 
Western presence in tha t region, both symbolic or actual AVestern 
presence in the Aliddle East.

Second, the Soviets feel tha t they have a lot of time. They can afford 
to undertake what might be called a cap illary  penetration into several 
countries in the Aliddle Eas t in which they have substantial influence
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right now ; tha t is, to establish a stronger political base in some of the 
institut ions, part icula rly in the more radical countries there, and in 
some of the more receptive institutions like the mi litary  establishments.

Thi rd, that parti cular region has always been a Russian political 
and military objective; they have wanted it for over a hundred years. 
Right now, they are strong and the trad itional Western presence re la
tively weak, they believe th at they can possibly obtain tha t objective 
in a less costly way.

So to come a round full circle, what the Soviets seem to want is not 
the establishment of the Soviet flag there or  to establish satellites there, 
but to establish a dominant Soviet political , ideological, economical, and mi litary  presence in the region.

SOVIET NA TION AL ITIES

Mr. Hamilton. Dr. Aspaturian,  I  was interested in your statement 
on page 14 tha t ‘‘Soviet policy in the Easte rn Mediterranean is now 
inextricably enmeshed in Soviet nationality  problems in the Soviet 
Union.” This is, as far  as I  know, to this joint subcommittee, a new perspective.

How importan t in terms of Middle E ast  policy do you think that is ? 
Is this the kind of thing  tha t the Soviet policymakers have to weigh 
very heavily in determining their  Middle Eas t policy ?

Mr. Aspaturian. Well, let me attack  it both in terms of the immedi
ate aspect and the potential aspect. I think the Soviet nationality 
situation is potentially  one of the most explosive domestic situations 
in the Soviet Union today. It  is not blatantly obvious but there is a great deal of simmering below the surface.

There is a gre at deal of discontent among various nationalities. The 
discontent is uneven. Some nationalities , of course, are not as discon
tented. Wha t I  have perceived recently, is tha t some nationalities  tha t 
at one time have been re latively content have been moved into a condi
tion of ferment by a number of policies and the Near Eastern policy is 
only a part  of it. So I  think we have to look at the Soviet na tionality  
question as a separate item which Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean affects.

I think  with respect to the Jews, Soviet policy is critical. I think tha t they have a real problem with Soviet Jews.
SOVIET JE W RY

Mr. Hamilton. H ow many Jews are there in the Soviet Union?
Mr. Aspaturian. According to the last census, about 2,130,000 which 

registered a drop of about 150,000 from the previous census when 
everybody expected it to go up by at least a hal f a million. So for some 
of us who have closely examined the sta tistics this suggests tha t many Jews are giving Russian as thei r nat ionali ty, ei ther because they don't 
want any trouble or the authori ties are indiscriminately counting Jews 
as Russians to support and justi fy their charge tha t the Jewish prob
lem is well on the road to solution via assimilation.

But i t is not the large  number tha t is impor tant, it is the fact that the Jews are one of the most creative people in the Soviet Union. Virtually 
all of their nuclear physicists, those involved in building atomic weap
ons, have been Jews. Most of them remain nameless, but of those that
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we know of a large propor tion are Jewish. Outs tanding scientists and 
mathematicians in other areas are Jewish. A substan tial sector of the 
medical establishment is Jewish. Although there are only two million 
Jews in the Soviet Union, most of them are performing vital and 
impor tant tasks and i f there  was a-----

Mr. Hamilton. What I am trying to get at is the impact these na
tionalities  have upon Soviet policy, how much weight the leadership 
of the Soviet Union has to give to the presence of these nationalities. 
Now you are making the point tha t the Jews are very influential for 
their size, but the Soviet policy in the Aliddle Eas t obviously runs 
counter to the wishes of its Jewish population.

Mr. A spaturian. Well, it  does at the present time but it all depends 
on what the costs will be in the future with respect to  pursuing this 
kind of policy. One would have to ask, supposing Soviet policy was 
committed in such a way as to associate itself  with the Arab commit
ment to destroy Israel  or at least diminish it considerably. I think this 
would have an explosive impact on the Soviet Jews.

Mr. Hamilton. Do you thin k this is one reason the Soviets are 
making some small overtures toward  Israel today ?

Mr. A spaturian. Yes, I think so. I thin k tha t thi s is one of the  rea
sons. I think  tha t Victor Louis’ tw*o articles in the New York  Times 
suggests th at there is an alternative in Soviet policy tha t m ight come 
into play under certa in conditions.

Mr. H amilton. Mr. Rosenthal.
u.s. interests: Vietnam and middle east

Mr. Rosenthal. Dr. Kolkowicz, you talked about milita ry interest  
in the Soviet Union and touched slight ly on military interests of the 
United  States. Would you want to comment on what the national  
security interest of the United Sta tes is in Southeast  Asia compared to 
the Middle Eas t ?

Air. Kolkowicz. If  I may be allowed, I would rather not go into 
tha t simply because it is a very complicated problem. I f I may slightly 
shift  the focus of tha t question, I would possibly answer i t as follows: 
tha t hopefully the Soviets have learned something from our involve
ment in Southeast Asia and tha t is tha t it is very easy for a major 
power to get involved and committed in a remote area and so very 
hard to uncommit or disengage.

Second, I hope they would have learned tha t in our contemporary 
era maseive mi litary power does not always bring commensurate polit
ical gains.

Mr. Rosenthal. One of the positive residual effects, if one can define 
it in tha t way, of the Vietnam engagement is a lesson to all military 
establishments tha t sometimes political objectives cannot be achieved 
by military means.

Air. Kolkowicz. Tha t is true.
This question relates to certain important  changes in Soviet thinking  

about war. Stal in always thought of war in terms of  continental war
fare; that is, he never sought a policy which would send large , orga
nized Soviet mili tary  unit s far away from Soviet borders. In other 
words, he was wedded to the so-called continental, thea ter operation 
doctrine. Khrushchev rejected tha t doctrine. Khrushchev announced
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What is happening today since Khrushchev’s departure,  is a merger of both strategic policies. They thin k now both in terms of global warfare as well as in terms of theater warfare . Moreover, they have the capabilities for both. So what we face today in the Soviet Union is in many ways a radical change in thei r attitude to warfare. This has persuaded them to consider theater warfare, limited warfa re, and naval warfare as something operationally plausible and in terms of capabilities feasible.

SOVIET UN IO N AS A SUPERPOWER

Mr. Rosenthal. Some of your colleagues suggested yesterday that one of the  reasons that  has developed is tha t the Soviet now sees control as a perquisite superpower. In a sense they had the old-fashioned 
concept that to be a genuine superpower one has to have commitments and responsibilities all over the world, tha t they have not really learned the lesson from us th at the burdens of commitments is sometimes enormously high and quite deleterious to domestic aims.

Mr. Kolkowicz. Yes. Well, I don’t know the proper definition for a superpower, but I would suggest tha t the Soviets have tradi tionally probed for openings, probed for opportuni ty targets . For  50 years this has been their policy, and they have now’ grown to be an enormous nuclear mili tary  power. They have expanded their influence, broken out of containment, and thei r flag is visible a round the world ; so in this sense they are a superpower.
I would also suggest tha t what is happen ing is th at as the Soviet empire and commitments are growing, they may have trouble digesting their  acquisitions, and balancing their  domestic, bloc-wide and in

ternational  priorities. As a result the Soviets w ant a policy of controlled  initia tives ; that  is, to operate in one theater  at a time. I think we can deny them tha t part icular preferred policy initiative.
What  I am suggesting is tha t one of the  Communist fears has been to face tw’o confrontations, two fronts at the same time. This is somethin g that  must be giving nightmares to the people in the Kremlin. I believe th at curren t Soviet policy is aimed at stab ilizing one theater of confrontation in order to deal more adequately with the others, tha t is, with China and with the ir expansionistic policy south of Russia. 

PRESENT SOVIET LEADERSHIP AND MILITARY

Mr. Rosenthal. There is a statement on page 7 of your statement tha t is new as fa r as I  am concerned. You sa id: “I submit th at this is a rather  dangerous situation  in which the Soviet m ilitary leaders may seek to force the hand of the ir rather  unimagina tive and less-than- decisive collective political leadership.”
I had always thought th at political leadership: that is, the par ty, was quite decisive and frequently imaginative , I believe, at  least in terms of th eir goals. As you suggest now the mi litary  has the upper hand.Mr. Kolkowicz. No.
Mr. R osenthal. I)o you suggest the m ilitary  has the upper  hand  in making policy?
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Mr. Kolkowicz. No, I do not suggest th at the  mili tary has the upper 
hand in terms of m aking foreign policy. The mili tary  is quite content 
much of the time to follow the party's leadership. When the m ilitary 
disagreed in  the  past with the party, it was because their own insti tu
tional interests were involved such as a cut in budget, such as the 
conciliatory policy vis-a-vis the West and things of this sort.

What I am suggesting is tha t they have a collective leadership. 
Many people in  the West have described th at leadership as less than 
imaginative, as indecisive, pointing at the ir past policy initiatives. 
Since the mili tary is strong and the leadership seems not to be decisive, 
1 would suggest that, in the event of a crisis situat ion th is is a formula 
for possible over-reacting to or for underassessing the adversary.

Mr. Rosenthal. Is it different in the Soviet Union from other 
countries, where a forceful and aggressive military might prevail  over 
a dissipated politica l leadersh ip ?

Mr. K olkowicz. Well, possibly not. I would only refer to compari
sons within the Soviet Union itself on this. Under Stalin they never 
had any opportuni ty for asserting the ir views or preferences. They 
tried under Khrushchev but were not very successful. The military 
has in the meantime grown into an enormous institut ion, and I be
lieve that the collective political leadership is going to be very careful 
in not alienat ing or not opposing some basic military objectives and 
values.

M IL IT AR Y AND  IDEOLOGY

Mr. Rosenthal. You suggest also on pages 4 and 5 of your state
ment tha t the Soviets place more emphasis on m ilita ry streng th and 
less on ideology.

Mr. Kolkowicz. Yes.
Mr. Rosenthal. And this seems to vary from the conventional wis

dom which accepts a high danger from Soviet ideology and subver
sion and less from direct Soviet arms involvement. In other words, 
all these years we were brought up on the theory that the thing we 
had to fear as much as the ir milita ry strength was subversion and 
ideology, that the spread of ideology was the big motiva ting factor.

Mr. Kolkowicz. I would suggest the following: tha t ideology in 
the Soviet Union has progressively eroded as a vita l dynamic element 
in both foreign policy and domestic policy. While China remains a 
source of ideological dynamism, vitality, et cetera, the Soviet Union 
is seen by many of the Th ird  W orld countries as an advanced indus
tria l, stable, status quo kind of power.

While the Soviets turn out an enormous volume of ideological pro p
aganda themselves, I don’t believe that they see its utili ty as being 
very high. In  the final analysis, the Soviets continue to rely on the 
might of arms, on their  political  influence, and economic capabilities 
for the protection of the ir country and in the pursuit of political 
opportuni ties.

Mr. Rosenthal. Do you see tha t the national ism factor  being put 
into their decisions is more important than  the ideological factor? 
Is nationalism now prevailing all through the country ?

Mr. Kolkowicz. If  you mean Russian national interests  as opposed 
to internationa l Communist objectives, I would say, yes, Russian na
tional interests, no matt er how defined, are, in the final analysis, the 
basic guidelines for Soviet policy.
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Mr. Rosenthal. You detect a division between the Soviet military  
and the civilian leadership or within the mili tary  itself on the SALT 
talks, mutual reduction of forces, disarmament and things  like tha t ?

Mr. K olkowicz. Yes; there is evidence of disagreement. How sig
nificant it is in terms of policymaking I  cannot say. Public statements 
by m ilitary people indicate that  they find SALT fruitless and poten
tially detrimental to Soviet interests.

SOVIE T NA TION AL ITIES

Mr. Rosenthal. Dr. Aspa turian, how do the various nationalit ies 
within the Soviet Union affect government policies and how effective 
are the various influences?

Mr. Aspaturian. Yes, I didn’t want to clutter it up with charts  
and statistics. It  depends on the size of the nationa lity, its strategic 
location and of course the value of the nationality to the Soviet Union 
as a whole. Under Stalin,  very few nationalities  except the Georgian 
nationality  exercised very much of an inpu t except for the Russian 
nationality and it  had essentially become a great Russian state presid 
ing over the other nationalities . W ith the event of Khrushchev, how
ever, the  Ukrainians became very influential and many of the impor
tan t positions were filled with Ukrainians.

Mr. Rosenthal. Wha t is the mechanism for them exercising their  
influence ?

Mr. Aspaturian. There are two ways. First, there is the  personal 
influence of individual  leaders of various nationalities who are cata 
pulted into im portant positions. Second, the perceptions of the leader
ship are conditioned bv the awareness that a certain threshold of alien
ation cannot be gone beyond, and in the case of the Ukrainians  the 
possibility tha t 45 million Ukrainians might be al ienated and, being 
located in a very strategic and important area of the Soviet Union, 
becomes an impor tant factor in their  influence on policy. Another 
impor tant factor was the fact tha t Khrushchev in his bid for power 
used whatever basis of organizational and regional support he could 
find and a good deal of his regional and local supp ort was located in 
the Ukraine.

Mr. Rosenthal. What is impor tant, I th ink, is for us to unders tand 
as politicians—in other words, we have a general election—a man 
running for national  political office might appeal to one area of the 
country by offering programs or an ideology th at they are interested 
in. How does that  differ in the Soviet Union where they don’t have 
contested elections?

no w minorities speak

Mr. Aspaturian. In the Soviet system they do have formal repre
sentation of this charac ter but it is not tha t impor tant. Thus, each 
nationality has its own republic organized like a sovereign state. They 
all have proportionate representa tion in the Supreme Soviet, for ex
ample, but I think tha t this is not what is a crucial thing.

Aft er a time it tends to become a legal funnel for  exercising influence 
tha t derives from other sources. What happens is th at leaders who are 
of a parti cular ethnic origin and who become importan t in the central 
government, at first unconsciously, later more consciously, become 
spokesmen for their  nationalities, spokesmen for their  localities as
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well as spokesmen fo r the central government in much the  same way 
tha t an American politician m ight become a dual spokesman, because 
during the period of collective leadership, as Pro fessor Kolkowicz has 
pointed out, individual leaders in contending with one another look 
for various kinds of  support, and one of the ways in which they look 
for support  is to find powerful or influential nationalities tha t they can 
use as a base. It  is not formalized in the same way as it is here but 
nevertheless it becomes an important factor.

Third, the fact tha t the Soviet Union has mobilized and used na 
tionalities for its own purposes on certain occasions has served to le
gitimize and to inculcate these people with the idea and the habit of 
agit atin g for their own specific interests even when it does not coincide 
with those of the Soviet Union.

If  you are asking whether a U krain ian lobby or a Georgian lobby 
or an Armenian lobby exists th at can go in and lobby with the central 
committee or the government, no, it does not happen tha t way. There 
is not even a military lobby in that  sense, either. It  is much more in
formal and much more subtle the way these influences are felt, but 
nevertheless they are fe lt there.

To give one example of a nat ionali ty, we have not talked about, the 
Uzbek nationality  in Central  Asia which, for example, has become 
more and more important in Soviet policy and influential in Soviet 
calculations. I might say th at the influence of the nationalities at this 
stage is more in the sense th at Soviet leaders must take thei r interest 
into calculation rather  than  bowing to specific demands. They know 
tha t the re are certain interests  and if they don’t want to a lienate them 
or if they wish to ameliorate them, they must cater to them in some 
degree.

In  the case of the Uzbek nationali ty, since the Soviets were making a 
bid for influence in the Thi rd World  they  wanted to use the Uzbek as 
an example to show how an underdeveloped nationality  could develop 
in the Soviet scheme.

Mr. R osenthal. Y ou say Soviet policy or emphasis changes sharply 
as the leadership ch anges; tha t is, S talin /Khrushchev. In  our country 
by comparison within reasonable limitations we seem to have a con
tinuous, or even rigid foreign policy. Is tha t a fai r statement ?

Mr. Aspatueian. No; I  don't thin k so. I thin k you really have the 
most significant break in the foreign policy since the death of Stalin. 
I think since Stalin’s death  Soviet fo reign policy has been cut from a 
single cloth; different patterns, yes, but the same c loth; that is, the 
global aspect in contrast to the more limited continential aspect of 
Soviet policy goals under Stalin. I think this  is still essentially the 
same foreign policy. There are di fferent emphases, there are different 
allocations and so forth  and so on, bu t I thin k from about 1954 you 
have had essentially the same kind of foreign policy in the Soviet 
Union—a policy based upon global involvement.

SO VIET JE W E R y ’s  A L IE N A TIO N

Mr. R osenthal. You mentioned earlier  the change in Soviet policy 
since 1955 toward Is rael in the role of Soviet Jewry and their attitude 
to that policy. How serious is the present alienation of  the Soviet Jews 
from thei r Government as a domestic problem within the Soviet 
Union ?
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Mr. A spatu rian. I th in k it is ex treme ly serious. In  fac t, Kosyg in 
today dealt  wi th  t he  Jewi sh  ques tion . One  o f the th ings  he mentioned 
was th at  they  were not pe rm itt ing yo ung Jews  to leave th e Sov iet 
Un ion  fo r two  r ea so ns : O ne, because  t hey hav e a t rem endous finan cial  
inv estme nt in th ei r edu cat ion. You  hav e to bear in mind th at one out  
of  eve ry five Sov iet Jew s is a college grad ua te.  Now that is at  a  level 
much hi gh er  tha n th at  o f even the  second high est n at io na lit y and t hi s is very impo rtan t from the  Sov iet s tan dp oint.

Th e second is the  qu ali tat ive  ch arac ter of  Jewi sh  skil ls. Not only 
are  the y college gradua tes  bu t the qu al ity  of th ei r tr ai nin g and the  
qu ali ty  of th ei r ta lent  is much hi gh er  and much more crucia l.

Thi rd , I th in k Kosyg in mentioned that they  di dn ’t wa nt to  p rov ide  Israel  w ith  m ili ta ry  recr uit s.
So th is  ind ica tes  here how the na tio na lit y problem has become in volved. They can not send  young people to Is rael  because firs t it  costs money  an d second the  Ar ab s will view th is  as a way  in which  the  

Isr ae li Army  is recrui tin g new able and ski lled people.
Mr.  R osenthal. I)o you  th ink the y are c lan destine ly p er m itt in g some 

Jews  to get  to Isr ae l, hoping  it  will not receive any no torie ty  in the  world  pre ss ?
Mr. A spatu rian . F ou r thou sand  Jews  have  been pe rm itt ed  to leave  alr eady  th is  yea r, bu t th is i s ju st  a smal l t ric kle  com pared  to th e num ber  

th at  p robably would  wa nt to leave if  they  had  the o pp or tuni ty .
Kosyg in also main tai ne d th at  there were  a lar ge  numb er of  Jew s 

re tu rn in g to the Soviet 1 nio n because of disenchantment wi th Isr ae li.  
We do n't  kn ow wh at th e fig ures  are  on tha t, h owever.

Mr. R osenthal . Tha nk  you, M r. C ha irm an.
Mr.  H amilton. Gentlemen , we have a vote pe nd ing  here . I  had  some 

addit ion al questions but by the tim e we get over to vote an d re tu rn  
again  it  would be quite a dela y so I t hin k we will jus t express o ur  ap pr e
cia tion to  you fo r your  s tat em ents and yo ur  r espo nse to  the  ques tions .

Mr. K olkowicz. Th an k you very  much .
(T he  fu ll text  of  Dr . A sp at ur ia n’s s tat em en t fol low s:)

I nte rnal F orc es and Soviet  P olicy  in  t h e  E ast er n  Med iter ra nea n  

I .  I nt ro du ct io n

Russian interest in the Eastern Mediterranean has been long, durable and persistent. In spite of unrelen ting attempts to establish a presence in the a rea over the past century, in concert, association or intrigue  with a wide assortment of other powers, un til comparatively recent times all of these attempts have resulted in signal failure for one reason or another. Neither the alliance with the Entente in World War I, nor the ill-faded association with H itler in 1939-41, nor the join t Allied victory in World War II could bring about the realization  of a more than 100-year ambition to become a Mediterranean power. All of Russ ia’s partners , of whatever political hue, ideological coloring or vintage, seemed equally implacable in blocking Russia’s entry into this vital waterway which has always been of s trategic importance to Europe, Asia and Africa, and now plays a crucial role in the overall global balance of strateg ic power. I need not go into detail concerning- the various strategems employed by Moscow to reach into the Mediterranean, since this has been amply covered by other witnesses, but rath er I wish to restr ict my remarks almost exclusively to the interna l forces and pressures which have impelled the Soviet Union to expend the immense effort, resources and risks to achieve status as a Mediterranean power, and also to the impact tha t these policies have in turn  had upon the interplay and interact ion of domestic forces inside the Soviet Union. In my remarks, I shall make only passing references to the goals and objectives—both short-term and long-range—of Soviet pol-



83

icy in this region, attempting wherever possible to link them with domestic sources 
of impetus, and feedback effects upon Soviet domestic institutions, forces and 
entities.

Initially , Soviet objectives in the Eastern Mediterranean and its surrounding 
areas were primarily ideological in characte r, stemming largely from Moscow’s 
self-assumed mission of encouraging and supporting revolutionary movements 
and groups of various hues as they struggled to free themselves from European 
economic and political control and influence. Fledgling Communist parties,  radi 
cal nationalist movements, and reformist, anti-colonial regimes, including mon
archies, were supported in various ways in Turkey, Iran , Afghanistan and else
where soon af ter the Revolution in an endeavor to simultaneously erect a political 
buffer zone against outside intervention and to provide a foundation for fur ther 
ideological penetra tion and expansion. While Soviet policy during this period 
was largely bereft of explici t s trategic, commercial and political goals in the tr a
ditional sense, as the Soviet regime stabilized itsel f and grew in strength, the 
activities of the Comintern and its various external components in these coun
tries  became de facto instruments  of trad itional Russian  purposes in the area, 
although within the context of World Communism and deliverance from colonial
ism and capitalism rather  than  Tsarist  expansion or Christian liumanitarian- 
ism. The establishment of Soviet power in the Transcaucasus  and its formal 
incorporation into the U.S.S.R. once again made Russia a Near Eastern,  if not 
an Eastern Mediterranean power, and the trad itional imperatives of security 
interests in the  region once again assumed their cardina l importance. Commercial 
and economic intere sts in the region were also soon resurrected,  and ideological 
interests were thus simply grafted  upon those al ready  ordained by geography and 
history.

A PA SSIV E PO LI CY , 1 9 2 4 - 3 9

From 1924 to 1939, Soviet interest  in the Eastern Mediterranean was largely 
passive in characte r. It  had no active or affirmative policy, since its limited capa
bilities impelled i t to focus upon the more crucial areas of Central Europe and 
the Fa r East. An ac tive Eastern Mediterranean policy was simply a luxury which 
the Soviet Union could not afford, since the Briti sh and French presence in the 
region seemed firmly entrenched and fixed. The opportunities for penetrat ion and 
influence were sparse and the possible benefits of such a  policy equally meager.

The Nazi-Soviet Pact and the first phase of World War II, however, created 
unexpected opportunities and possible windfalls. The collapse of F rance and the 
milita ry isolation of a beleaguered Brita in appeared to presage an imminent 
collapse of the Anglo-French sphere of influence in the Easte rn Mediterranean, 
threatening to create  an enormous vacuum which Stalin felt  should be shared 
by Hitler. Less than  a year  before the German attac k upon Russia, a bizarre 
conference took place between Molotov and Hitler in Berlin, in which the Ger
man dictato r offered to define the forthcoming Soviet sphere of influence in  the 
region by expansively suggesting t ha t Moscow focus its  a ttention “in the general 
direction of the Indian Ocean.” a vision too grandiose and remote to have any 
relevance for Moscow’s real concerns which a t the time were in the Balkans and 
Turkey. The Soviet response to this offer contained, among other desiderata, a 
demand for a Soviet military and naval base on the Turkish  Straits , while the 
horizon which Hitler offered Molotov was lowered to more accessible regions. 
“The center of the aspira tions of the Soviet Union” were defined as “south of 
Batum and Baku in the general direction of the Persian Gulf,” in the formal 
Soviet reply to Hit ler’s more generous bu t less realistic offer. Berlin apparen tly 
rejected the Soviet counter-proposal by never replying to them.

The Nazi-Soviet negotiations thus revealed tha t the tradi tiona l interests of 
Russia in Iran, Turkey and the Stra its had lain dormant but were not  dead and 
at  least strongly suggested that Soviet ambitions in this region could easily be 
aroused if the opportunity presented itself, but equally suggested that Moscow 
was in no position to elevate it to a primary or high-priori ty interest.

The Allied victory in World War II, the collapse of German and Ital ian power 
in the Balkans and the weakening of the British position, however, served to 
sustain  the opportunities at  a level sufficient to impel Stalin to at  least make a 
serious effort to extend Soviet influence not only in Iran , Turkey, and the Strait s, 
but also to Greece, North Africa and even Ea st Africa. Different strategems were 
employed in each case, defined largely by the conditions, circumstances, avail 
able instruments and credible justifications. In Iran, Soviet milita ry pressure.
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exerted mainly through Moscow’s refusa l to with draw its  forces from North ern 
Iran, combined with the estab lishm ent of a puppet  autonomou s regime in Pers ian 
Azerba idzhan,  and the mani pulation of the Lef tist  Tudeh Pa rty , were used in 
an effort to ext rac t economic and  possibly ter rit or ial  concessions from Teheran. 
In Turkey, where neither a viable Communist Pa rty  or Leftis t movement existed, 
Sta lin employed Georgian and Armenian irred entis m to annex  ter ritory from 
Turkey in the E ast  and relied upon the su ppo rt of gra tefu l Allies to coerce Turkey , 
which had wavered  and vasci llated  duri ng the war, into  p erm ittin g the  Soviets to 
estab lish mili tary  and naval bases on the  Str aits. The tra dit ion al Russian  obses
sion with secur ity and free exi t from the Black Sea were offered as principal 
justi ficati ons. In Greece, a civil war  ins tiga ted  by local communist mili tants , 
althou gh apparen tly neit her init iate d nor  enth usia stically  sanctio ned by Stalin,  
was reluctant ly co-opted by Moscow.

Ironically , it was the local communist attem pt to move Greece into the Soviet 
orb it th at  was the principa l fac tor  which mobilized and congealed Western  senti 
ment again st the otherwise reasonable  claims  which Moscow made aga inst  
Turkey, althou gh the Soviet debacle in Ira n also played its  role. As pa rt of an 
app are nt concerted design to estab lish hers elf as a Med iterrane an power, the 
Soviet Union also unexpectedly made bids of vary ing degrees of effort to become 
the Tr us t power in three  form er Ita lia n colonies : The Dodecanese Isla nds  off th e 
Anatolian coast, the Cyrenaican  p ar t of Libya, and in Er itr ea  on the Afric an horn. 
All thre e bids were rebuffed in spite of Molotov’s eloquent appeals th at  the Soviet 
cont ribut ion to the Allied victory, her well-known opposition to colonialism and 
her  long experience with nat ion alit y problems made Moscow eminen tly qualified 
to become a Trust  power. In addition, Moscow demanded one-th ird of the  Ita lian 
navy as war booty, presum ably to use it as the  basic of a Med iterrane an fleet.

All of the post war  Soviet atte mp ts to establish  hers elf in the Easte rn Medite r
rane an region failed. Had the  Soviet Union succeeded across the board, there is 
litt le question  but th at  Moscow would have become a Med iterrane an power of 
some magni tude, given the fac t th at  the  Bri tish  were alre ady  expressing  thei r 
inabiliy to fully preserv e their  form er presence  and were callin g upon the United 
Stat es to fill the vacuum. The eventual upsh ot was the  emergence of the U.S. 
as a Med iterranea n power and the incorpora tion of Greece and Turk ey into the 
Western allia nce system as American protecto rates . Sta lin pru den tly retr eate d 
to the Black  Sea and, af ter his death, his  successors made amends  to T urkey and 
officially withdrew  its  ear lier demand s for both bases and ter rito ry.

Down to about 1947 the role of int ern al forces, ins titu tions and  groupings  in 
the  shapi ng of Soviet policy in  the  Easte rn Med iterranea n, as well as the impact 
of such policy upon the domestic situ atio n was ra th er  limited and restri cted. 
Pri va te in ter es t groups in the  Soviet system th at  could conceivably develop a 
vested inte res t in the region do not ex is t; nor. with the  exception of the Armed 
Forces, were there any public ins titu tions sufficiently independent of function
ally diffe rent iated  to develop d iscretely distin guisha ble, even th roug h non-conflict
ing, i nteres ts in the area.  The Armed Forces,  pa rtic ula rly  the  Navy, was anxious  
to secure free  exit  from the Black Sea and the  addition  of new ter ritory  south 
of the Caucasus would undoub tedly improve  the  Soviet defens e perimeter in tha t 
vita l region but, aside  from this,  the re was lit tle  oppo rtunity or even perception 
of sep ara te inte res ts by Soviet public bodies and institu tion s. Fur ther mor e, the 
Soviet decision-making process was so centr alize d dur ing this period th at  Soviet 
public bodies and ins titu tion s were largely ins trumenta litie s of the decision
makers ra th er  than active partic ipa nts  in the decision-making process. Whate ver 
benefits accrued  to variou s inte rna l public  bodies, ins titu tion s or groupin gs were 
large ly for tui tou s windfalls and not the  product of conscious press ure, leverage 
or even design. Thus, had Sta lin’s pos twa r d eman ds in the  area material ized, the 
Armed Forces, par ticu larl y the Navy, would have been sub stan tial ly benefited 
whe ther  it actively  partic ipat ed in for mu lating the policy or not.

Policies in the region, as elsewhere, were largely conceived and developed 
wit bin the leadership, based upon its values, goals and definition of inte rest s and 
similarly  executed in accordance with  its judgm ent and assessment of the 
situa tion.

These inte rest s were broad and diffuse in chara cte r and did not correspond in 
a discr ete sense with the specific in terest s of given inte rna l enti ties.  Rather,  the 
overall purpose  was to strength en the  Soviet Union, expand  her  power and in
fluence t o assure  in the first  place the  secu rity  and survival of the  Soviet State, 
and to prepare in the second place a foundatio n for  expan ding the  area of Soviet
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influence via conventional means or the spread of Communism. Moscow sought 
bases on the Turkish Stra its and territory in Eas tern Turkey largely for s trategic 
and defensive purposes, although eventually they could be used as a basis for 
fur ther expansion. In Iran,  Moscow sought not only oil concessions on favorable 
terms but  wished to weaken the Ir anian state  and draw i t into the Soviet political 
orbit. In Greece, ideological aims were imposed, but accepted, upon Moscow by 
local Communist militants. And Soviet demands for Tru st terri torie s in Africa 
could be described essentially  as a desire for enhanced international prestige 
and acceptance, although such Tru st territories  would enable Moscow to establish 
a foothold in Africa as a prelude to undermining Brit ish and French power in 
the continent.

Stalin prudent ly refrained from making demands that would explicitly en
croach upon established French and British interests and thus the Arab States 
were coflsidered off-limits for the moment.

I I .  Soviet  N a tio n a lit ie s  an d Soviet  P olicy  in  t h e  M iddl e E ast

Aside from purely public bodies and institut ions, other internal forces tha t 
were to become more intricately  involved in the Eastern Mediterranean policy 
of the Soviet Union were social and national groupings and, in par ticula r, certain 
religious groups and nationalitie s. Soviet Jews and Moslems, Georgians and 
Armenians, and even the  Russian Orthodox Church, had im portant links with the 
region, as well as discretely defined and perceived interests which could vitally 
affect Soviet policy and, in turn, be affected by it.

Unlike Soviet public bodies and institu tions at  the time, these were domestic 
groupings of long historica l duration , with almost predetermined and prefabri
cated interests in the area but, because of the Soviet political system, were effec
tively precluded from acting as independent or autonomous centers of influence 
and pressure upon Stalin and Soviet decision-makers generally. Stalin was quite 
aware of these intere sts and, while keeping their  propensity for initiat ing action 
or exercising independent articulation of their  view suppressed, he shrewdly 
manipulated their  external connections and links for entirely  other purposes. 
Capitalizing on the fact tha t the special interests of these groups were both well- 
known and enjoyed a credible legitimacy in the outside world, he employed them 
as instruments of Soviet policy without allowing them to become active par tici 
pants in i ts formulation.

Thus, the Russian Orthodox Church with its intere sts in Jerusalem and its 
spiritual links with Greek Orthodox communities in Greece and the Arab world, 
the Jews with thei r interest in Palestine  and later Israel,  the Armenians with 
their special ties to Armenian communities in the Easte rn Mediterranean coun
tries and irredentis t claim to thei r historical homeland in Eastern Turkey, the 
Georgians with simila r though less extensive terr itor ial claims to Turkish ter ri
tory, the Azerbaidzhanis and thei r association with neighboring kinsmen in 
North Iran,  and the Soviet Moslems with thei r spiri tual links with other Mos
lems in the Mediterranean region, were all utilized as pawns of Soviet policy in 
one connection or another. The Armenians inside and outside the Soviet Union 
were energized and activated to give legitimacy to Soviet demands against Tur 
key, since this was a cause to which all Armenians of various political hues 
could ra lly : the new State of I srae l was quickly recognized and  military assist
ance funnelled through Czechoslovakia, which was welcomed warmly by Soviet 
Jewry and aroused subs tantial support for Soviet goals among sectors of Jewish 
communities abroad.

Although the potentia l was great, Stalin was not as skillful in uti lizing Soviet 
Moslems as instruments of Soviet policy p artly  because of the circumstances of 
individual cases and partly because of Stalin’s own personal predisposition 
toward Moslem nat ionali ties which he viewed with a scorn jus t short  of contempt. 
Furthermore . Stalin was pursuing policies detrimental to Moslem states and 
communities in the region: supporting Armenians and Georgians against  Turks 
and supporting Jews agains t Arabs. Under the circumstances, it was perhaps 
more prudent not to needlessly arouse Moslem consciousness and remind Soviet 
Moslems of the ir ex ternal links. Even the Soviet activi ty in Persian Azerbaidzhan 
was carefully disassociated from Soviet Azerbaidzhani irredent ism, unlike Soviet 
claims against Turkey which consciously enflamed Georgian and Armenian ra 
tionalism in an active manner.
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APPR OACH  OF STA LIN

Although Stal in skill fully  orches trated and controlled the  activ e involvement of Soviet religious and nationa l groups in supp ort of Soviet policy, he  was equally adept  at  circumscribing the ir ini tia tives and  continued to actively repress the ir late nt predisposition to act spontaneously in beha lf of Soviet int ere sts  which happened to coincide with the ir own more specific interests. Stal in knew that  officially inspired and directed involvement of these  groups in supp ort of Soviet int ere sts  could easily develop its  own individual momentum and become disfunc- tional and  even dangerous to Soviet policy if events  and  circumstances dictated  a reve rsal or abandonment of policies suppo rted by these groups. Soviet Jewish support for Isra el might continue even if Soviet policy became hostil e to Israel and Armenian irre den tist  demands again st Turkey might  p ers ist even i f Moscow reversed its att itude  and sought rapprochemen t with  Anka ra. Stal in recognized these haz ards and dangers and he developed contingency plans  to deal with  them, relying princ ipally  upon ins truments  of ter ror to keep these  sentiments in check.Nonetheless , the official blessing bestowed upon the  activity  of selected national  and religious g roups in support of specific aspect s of  Soviet policy im parted to i t a measure of legitimacy, even with in the  Soviet context , which could not be easily  or completely extinguished. By recognizing the right of Soviet Jews and Armenians to suppo rt Soviet policy in the  name of promoting and defending Jewish and Armenian nat ional inte res ts, Stal in inadver tent ly legitimized Jewish  and Armenian national ism as an abso lute right.  At this  stage, the revival  of Jewish self-identity and consciousness posed a gre ate r hazard  to Sta lin’s policies that, did Armenian natio nalism, since the  Jewish sta te which became the focus of Soviet Jewish support was not under Soviet control  or influence and seemed unlike ly to be in the  foreseeable  future. Fur thermore, the more active involvement of the more numerous and  influentia l Jewish Community  in the  United States on behalf of Israel  and its gre ate r importance to Israel itself , impelled the suspicious Sta lin to perceive the possib ility th at  Soviet J ewry , because of its concern with Israel, might be converted into  an inst rum ent  of Israel i and even U.S. inte rests, and he took immediate measures to fru st ra te  and eradicate  this possibility. Whether Soviet policy tow ards Israel assumed an ever more hostile  turn during the  Stal in period because of this  fea r of a potentia l fifth column or whethe r if stemmed from a conscious decision to abandon Isr ael as a possible Soviet client-s tate in the  Easte rn Mediter ranean in favo r of other prospects rema ins difficult to discern. Irre spectiv e of why Soviet policy towards  Israe l underwent an abrupt change, the  consequences for Soviet Jew ry of this  initi al exerc ise in becoming active ly implicated in Soviet Near  Ea ste rn policy was a near calamity  which was avoided only by the for tui tous dea th of Stalin in 1953. The episode also cont ributed migh tily to the recrudescence of anti-Semitism in the  Soviet Union which ultim ately developed its own rati ona le independent and sep ara te from Soviet policy tow ards Israel, and yet influenced it as well as condit ioned the  att itude  of Soviet Jews to the Soviet Sta te itself.
It  should be noted that  the  Soviet at titude towards the Arab sta tes  and the ir claims again st Israel  was n ot a  factor  in Soviet behavior a t thi s time. The a lien ation of Moscow from Isr ael and the alien ation  of Soviet Jews from the Soviet regime became essential ly a domestic  problem, whose dynamics assumed an independence from Soviet policy in the  Easte rn Med iterrane an out of which it grew. When Moscow in 1955 developed an active pro-Arab policy, this simply agg ravated  the alien ation  which has since grown to enormous proportions and thr eaten s to become one of the  most serious domestic problems of Soviet society. Conceivably, Jewish alie nat ion  could spread and infect othe r nat ionalit ies whose lat ent resentments  and fru str at ions  again st the  Soviet regime might easily be forced to surface.

TH E MOS LEM  NATIONAL TI ES

The increasing Soviet involvement  in Arab affa irs and suppo rt for Arab claims again st Israel has resu lted  in the activat ion  of the Soviet Moslem national ities , even to the extent of using Moslem polit ical and cultu ral  dignita ries  as Soviet diplomats to Arab countries.  Since none of the  Soviet Moslem nat ionalit ies are  Arabs, this means th at  not nat ion al but  religious a nd  cul tura l affiliation is being employed and activated.  Here again, as long as Soviet policy is pro-Arab, it does not run  counter to normal Soviet Moslem sentim ents, but  should it for some unforeseen  reason become anti-Arab and hence indirectly anti-Moslem, some alie nation of Soviet Moslems can be expected  due to this pa rti cu lar  aspect  of Soviet policy.
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Changes in Soviet policy towards Turkey also resulted in a similar cycle of 
mobilization and alienation of Armenian support for Soviet causes in the area. 
As long as Soviet claims against  Turkey, ostensibly on belilf of the Armenians, 
were not abandoned even though not vigorously prosecuted, there was little re
action from the Soviet Armenians other than varying degrees of gratitude and 
support. After Stalin's  death, however, when his successors formally apologized 
to Turkey and forced the Georgians and Armenians to officially abandon their 
irredentis t claims, Armenian disenchantment gave way first to disillusionment 
and eventually to potential  alienation as the Soviet regime actively sought to 
detach Turkey from NATO and its alliance with the United States. As par t of 
this effort, the Soviet regime, in response to Turkish representations, has sought 
to muffle those aspects of Armenian nationalism tha t appear offensive to the 
Turks. Thus, in 1965 and 1966, when the Armenian Republic commemorated the 
50th anniversary of the Turkish massacres, Moscow7 intervened to downplay the 
event. The consequence was anger and revulsion, which erupted in demonstra
tions and riots in Yerevan as Armenian speakers attacked the Turks and de
manded tha t the Soviet authorit ies do more to satisfy their  claims against  Tur
key. These anti-Turk ish sentiments were publicly expressed by outstanding 
Armenian intellectuals, writers and scientists of unimpeachable loyalty to the 
Soviet State and fidelity to the Communist Party . As a result, changes were 
dictated from Moscow in the leadership of both the Armenian Communist Pa rty 
and Government because of their inability to control these exuberant manifesta
tions of nationalism, but these resentments and anger continue to persist.

It should also be pointed out, however, that the new7 Soviet approach to Turkey 
has found a warm reception in Soviet Azerbaidzhan and among the various Turkic 
nationali ties in Central Asia, all of whom have strong cultural,  linguistic and 
religious ties with the Ottoman Turks. Thus, if Moscow7 should once again adopt 
a policy hostile to Turkey in response to Armenian pressures or for some o ther 
reason, she runs the  ri sk of alienating the Soviet Turkic nationalities w ho, in the 
meantime, have been mobilized to support and facil itate Soviet rapprochement 
with Ankara and Soviet policy in the Arab East.

What is important in this  connection by way of summary is :
(1) National and religious groups in the Soviet Union have become converted 

from passive objects of manipulation by Soviet leaders into increasingly active 
pressure groups seeking to force Moscow to adopt policies in the Near East tha t 
are congenial or at least not hostile towards state s and groups tha t have close 
connections with them. In almost all cases, this poses a serious dilemma for the 
Soviet author ities since domestic Soviet na tional and religious groups pressure 
the Soviet regime on behalf of contradictory policies. Responding to Jewish de
mands in support of Isr ael w’ould alienate Moslem nationalities, whereas respond
ing to the pressures of Moslem nationa lities to support the Arabs against Israel 
and to seek .reapprochement with Turkey will continue to alienate Soviet Jews 
and Armenians.

(2) The Soviet regime is involved currently in a serious conflict with substan
tial numbers of Soviet citizens because of its policies in the Eastern  Mediter
ranean which have furthermore aggravated  anti-Semitic tendencies at  home. To 
a lesser degree, Moscow is in danger of alienating a significant number of Arme
nians because of its refusal to actively press Armenian national claims against 
Turkey.

A R M EN IA N S MO RE VU LN ER AB LE

The Armenians pose less of a problem than the Jew’s because they are more 
vulnerable as a national entity—virtually the entire Armenian nation resides on 
Soviet terri tory—and thus they enjoy no option aside from displaying their 
resentments, anger and frust ratio ns in symbolic and passive form. In the case 
of the Jews, the Soviet Jews constitute only a small fraction  of the total world 
Jewish community, and the Jewish State exists outside Soviet control. Jewish 
alienation thus can assume the form of increasing demands for emigration to 
Israel  and this agitation will find considerable support in Israel, the United 
States and in other countries. Bowing to these demands in tu rn could complicate 
the regime’s relations w7ith other national and religious groups which might de
mand similar rights to emigrate, particularly  those national groups whose na
tional states lie outside the Soviet Union. Furthermore, allowing Soviet Jews to 
leave for Israel  would bring cries of outrage from Arab States, since this would 
have the effect of not only st rengthening Israe l but re-enforcing the legitimacy 
of Jewish claims to Palestine.
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(3 ) Soviet policy in the Eastern Mediterranean  is now inextricably enmeshed 
in Soviet nationality problems a t home and affects Soviet rela tions not only with 
individual  Soviet nationali ties but influences the relationsh ip of Soviet nation al
ities with one another as each attempts  to push the Soviet regime into a direction 
tha t conflicts with the interests  of the other. Even Soviet claims to Turkey under 
Stalin  triggered Armenian-Georgian quarrels since the two republics had over
lapping terri torial claims against Turkey. As a single state  attempting to simul
taneously represent the national intere sts of more than a score of  different na
tionalities, the Soviet leaders are  discovering tha t Soviet foreign policy goals, 
particularly in the Eastern Mediterranean, have unwittingly  exposed the basic 
incompatibilities of Soviet nation ality policy as it simultaneously attempts  to 
discharge its obligations to various national ities in the field of foreign policy and 
discovers, for example, tha t its foreign policy on behalf of the Armenians con
flicts with its foreign policy on behalf of the Soviet Turkic nationalities.

(4 ) The uneven impact of Soviet policy in the Easte rn Mediterranean on 
various Soviet national and religious groups also involves uneven costs and risks 
for the Soviet regime. The Moslem and Turkic national ities, while relatively 
numerous in both total numbers as well as individual nations  are not, however, 
among the more intensively developed and skilled in the Soviet Union. They do, 
however, occupy large trac ts of strategically located terr itory on the borders of 
the U.S.S.R. and increasingly they are becoming an important factor in the 
Soviet conflict with China. The alienation of substant ial numbers of Soviet Mos
lem and Turkic citizens would thus  pose a serious problem for Moscow, although 
the general level of consciousness among these groups is relatively low and thus 
the dangers are not proportionate to thei r numerical size. On the other hand, the 
Jews and Armenians are relatively small in total numbers, but they are two of 
the most intensively developed and  skilled sectors of th e Soviet population, par
ticularly the more than two million Jews who constitute an invaluable, almost 
indispensable, human reservoir of scientific, intellectu al and arti stic  talent. This 
is also true, but to a lesser degree, of the Armenians who, in addition to supply
ing the Soviet Union with outstanding scientists, intellectuals  and creative ar 
tists, also furnish substantial numbers of highly trained  and skilled organiza
tional, managerial, militar y and administrative  individuals, operating in sectors 
from which Jews are excluded for political and other reasons. In short, both 
national groups are creative minorities dispersed throughout the Soviet Union, 
performing valuable and important functions. Their alienation, for any reason, 
could result in a substantial reduction in their efficiency and performance, and 
correspondingly that  of the Soviet system as a whole. Jewish and Armenian in
terests in the Eastern  Mediterranean are neither in harmony or in conflict: 
Armenians have claims against  Turkey and have no quarre l with the Arabs or 
Jews; Jews have claims agains t the Arabs and quarrels with neither  Turks nor 
Armenians.

Thus, the discussion of the cost of thei r alienation to the Soviet Union should 
not be interpreted as meaning th at thei r pressures upon Moscow are in the same 
direction. They move simply in different but not opposing directions.

(5 ) Ultimately the greates t costs and risks which the Soviet Union may bear 
as a result  of i ts East ern Mediterranean policy may well be the feedback effects 
of its  changing policies upon the nationality equilibrium a t home.

I I I .  Soviet P ubl ic I ns ti tu ti on s and  E nt ites  in  Soviet  Middle E aster n 
P olic y : th e  Armed  F orces, E cono mic Sectors, and Socia l Groups

The continuing and deepening involvement of the Soviet Union in the Middle 
Eas t since 1955 has  resulted in interlacin g specific domestic interests with policy 
in the area tha t goes beyond the nationality issue. The Communist P arty  appa
ratus,  various sectors of the economy, the Armed Forces, socio-functional groups, 
and even factions within the State bureaucracy have all, to some degree, devel
oped a vested stake in Soviet policy in the Easte rn Mediterranean. While it is 
exceedingly difficult to casually relate the interests  of specific groups with cer tain 
aspects of policy, it would appear that,  as in the case of religious and national 
groups, the influence upon the shaping of policy and the reciprocal impact of 
policy upon interests is both uneven and fluctuating in characte r. Individual So
viet leaders and factional  groupings within the leadership have also developed 
a vested stake in the Soviet Middle Eastern enterprise tha t would seem to affect 
thei r political fortunes favorably or adversely. The minor shake-up in the Soviet 
Central Committee af ter the 1967 Arab-Israeli War, coming immediately upon in
dications in the Soviet press of a bitte r controversy over th e implications of the 
Arab defeat for the U.S.S.R., suggests th is very strongly.
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Individuals  closely associated with Alexander Shelepin, in partic ular, appear 
to have suffered a  loss in influence within the leadership. The precise contours 
of these factional  lines, together with thei r positions, cannot be fixed, but it 
appear s certain tha t the 1967 war affected some individuals and groupings ad
versely while benefiting others. Similarly, controversy over whether to maintain, 
diminish or deepen the Soviet commitment to the Arab cause leaves an uneven 
impact upon various public institutions, factions, social groupings and sectors 
of the economy. F urtherm ore, the general Soviet citizenry is also vitally affected 
by the costs of a part icula r policy in the Easte rn Mediterranean in relation to 
other priorities. The Soviet Union, over the past decade and a half, has poured 
enormous resources into the Middle East, and thus possesses an enormous eco- 
nomic, military, and political investment in the region which it must protect and 
preserve and the existence of this investment h as been shaped by the intere sts of 
various intern al forces j ust as it in turn  continues to affect the fortunes of these 
domestic groups.

Fir st and foremost, Soviet policy in the Middle Ea st h as contributed immensely 
* to the importance of the Armed Forces in the Soviet system, although the Armed

Forces may not have actively advocated such a policy in the first place. In the 
pas t 15 years, however, the Soviet military seems to have developed a vested 
stake in th e policy t hat goes over and beyond simply the abstr act interests of the 
Soviet State. The Arab defeat  in 1967 was in some ways a defeat for the Soviet 
military since it was charged w'ith equipping and traini ng the Egyptian forces. 
Its  prestige thus suffered indirectly, which suggests tha t it is determined tha t 
this  shall not happen again. Since 1967, Soviet troops, technicians, advanced mili
tary  equipment and perhaps even marginal involvement in military operations
have increasingly made the ir presence felt on Egyptian soil.

All branches of the Soviet militar y appear to be actively involved, but it is 
the Soviet Navy, in partic ular, tha t has demonstrated the greatest relative  
growth as a consequence of Soviet ambitions in the Mediterranean. The expand
ing commitment to the Arab States  has been accompanied by steady growth of 
Soviet naval forces, which increasingly assume a key tactica l role in asserting 
the Soviet presence in the region. Establishing a sphere of influence in the Medi
terra nean, in effect, releases the Soviet Navy from its landlocked environment, 
enabling it to grow to meet and exploit the  expanding opportunities tha t lie wait 
ing in the Atlantic, the Persian Gulf and the Indian  Ocean. Since Soviet policy 
in the Eastern Mediterranea n has justified the rapid growth of t he Soviet Navy, 
we can assume t hat the Soviet naval forces have developed an enduring interest 
in preserving and expanding Soviet power in this region. A failure of Soviet 
policy in the area could have disasterous consequences for the Soviet naval 
forces it might be deprived of i ts quasi-bases in North Africa and be forced back 
into the Black Sea, with a resu ltan t contraction and diminished role to p lay in 
Soviet life.

EGYP T A DU MPING  GROUND

The militar y investment in Egypt has also affected the Soviet economy, par- 
. ticularly the defense industr ies and heavy industries . Egypt and other Third

World countries have become a dumping ground for obsolete and surplus Soviet 
weapons. Egypt’s demonstrated military ineptness virtu ally guarantees a perpetu
al marke t fo r surplus and obsolete weapons. It  becomes a market  for spare parts  
and altogeth er Soviet policy in this region serves to keep Soviet defense indus-

» trie s humming and busily developing and producing new weapons, which can be
tested and tried out in Egypt.

On the other hand, light industry , agriculture , the consumer goods industries  
and the service indust ries may view Soviet policy in this area with disfavor, 
since commitments to the Arab countries serves to drain away scarce resources 
and preserves economic prioritie s tha t these sectors of the economy find distas te
ful, since it arrests or decelerates there growth in spite of growing demand at 
home for the ir goods and services.

A third group whose intere sts are ambiguously affected by Soviet milita ry 
policy is the Par ty Apparatus. Normally, this institution finds itself in close in
formal alliance with the milita ry and heavy industry , but this is by no means 
clear with respect to the Arab States. Since none of the Arab States are com
munist  in chara cter and all have legally outlawed thei r Communist Partie s, the 
puris ts in the Par ty Appara tus are understandably apprehensive with Moscow’s 
extensive and expensive flirtation with regimes tha t are interna lly unstable, 
politically unreliable, ideologically suspect, and basically anti-communist. Local 
communists are often persecuted, harrassed, jailed and executed by regimes 
which are  actively supported by Moscow. This serves to demoralize local com-
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munists, fru str ates  the development of communist part ies,  arr es ts agi tation for  
Marxist-Leninist type revolu tions and in general serves to ally Moscow with  an ti
communist regimes.

Furtherm ore,  some vete ran Soviet Pa rty  officials are  concerned that  these  
basically  bourgeois regimes are  exploiting Soviet power for the ir own purposes 
and would he ready to abandon  the Soviet assoc iation if more desirable  options 
were to make their  appearance . There are  suggestions that  some senio r Pa rty  
officials in Russ ia rega rd the regimes in Egypt, Syria,  Iraq , Algeria and Sudan 
as more fascis t than socia list in character. Thus, these  officials may view with 
alarm the fac t that  the  Soviet Union in some ways has  become the  prisoner of 
weak, ideologically erratic , and politica lly unrel iable  clien t-sta tes th at  can inad
vertently maneuver the Soviet Union into conf rontation s with  the  United States, *
forcing the  Soviet Sta te to lay its prest ige on the line by eith er esca lating risks 
on behalf  of dubious goals or withdraw ing in prud ent humiliation .

It  is noteworthy th at  senior Soviet Party  ideologists like Mikhail Suslov have 
yet to express  consisten t enthusiasm for these regimes or the Soviet assoc iation 
with them. Unlike the orga niza tional par ty types like Brezhnev, it  appears  th at  *
the ideological types are  not par ticu larly enth usia stic  about the specific manne r 
in which the Soviet Union is atte mpting  to cult ivat e a sphere of influence in the 
Medite rranean.

Furthermore, Soviet suppo rt for regimes that  outlaw local communists serve 
as a signal to othe r communist par ties  that  they, too, can expect to be sacrificed 
to promote Soviet global power inte res ts as dist inct  from its ideological interests .
This  creates a possible opening for the Chinese who may come to the  rescue of 
local Communist Pa rties  abandoned by the  dic tates of Soviet expediency.

(The fu ll tex t of I)r . Kolkowiez’s sta tem ent  follows :)
State m ent by P rof . R om an  K ol ko wicz

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The subcommittee's concern today is with the role 
of the  mili tary  factor in Soviet foreign policy, and more specifically, with the 
Soviet mili tary  goals in the Middle Eas t and the role of the mili tary  as a pre s
sure group in the Soviet Union.

The Soviet mili tary  has  traditiona lly played a minor role in the shaping of 
Soviet foreign policy objectives and interests.  Stalin controlled, coerced and 
terrorized  the officers corps whenever he found it  expedient, and the mil itary's  
views on foreign policy c arried litt le weight  in the Politburo, except perhaps du r
ing World War  II. The death  of dic tator in 1953, however, freed  the  mil itary 
establ ishment from its subordinate position, and they have since expanded the ir 
influence and political power impressively. It  would not be an over stateme nt to 
suggest that  the  Soviet mili tary  estab lishm ent has become the most powerful in
stitution in the Soviet Union next  to the Par ty.

There  are  many reasons for the  milita ry’s ascendance into the ir cur ren t posi
tion of influence. Fir st, the single, dic tato rial  rule  of Stalin was replaced by a 
collective leadership, which by its very nature reduces the  absolute power and 
control from the center, and is a  kind of coalition rule, with the atte nding neces
sity to constant ly balance  powerful and a t t imes conflicting in tere sts at  play : two, 
the Soviet Union has become a global superpower , whose inte rest s and commit
ments around the globe have grown substantially , and depend to a large extent 
on a  viable and effective mili tary  esta blishment:  three , the enormous complexity „
of modern warfa re and nuclear technology increased Ihe indispensabili ty of 
military exper tise in policym aking: four, the role o f te rro r machine, which in the 
past  kept the mili tary  controlled and coerced, had now become reduced, thus 
making the mili tary  more self-assured and powerful.

Each of these factors, and many others, have strengthened  the  milita ry's  
corporate autonomy and its influence on Soviet politics, and made the Party  
leaders more dependent on the  marshals , generals and admirals. These factors  
have also reduced the Pa rty’s controls within  the mili tary , and thus enabled the 
lat ter  to press the ir demands  with  g rea ter  immunity  and impunity.

The cur ren t leaders in the Kremlin have undoub tedly also learned an impor
tan t political  lesson from the experiences of the ir predecessors , Malenkov and 
Khrushchev. They presumably learn ed that  to oppose the milita ry’s basic in ter
ests in the long run. eventually invites political disaster.  Chairman Malenkov, 
whose foreign and defense policies alienated the  mili tary  during 1953-55. was 
easily ousted from power  with the  mi lita ry’s support . The price  the  mil itary 
exacted  from his successor, Khrushchev, was impressive, involving higher mili-
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tar y budgeta ry allocations, mass ive promotions, and the  reduction  of Pa rty  controls over the armed forces. Chairm an Khrushchev who came to power with the mi litary ’s support, even tual ly opposed a number of imp ortant  mil itary objectives, and was ousted from power  in 1964 with  the suppor t of the  mil itary, who presumably expected a bet ter  dea l from the Brezhnev-Kosygin  regime.

STATE W IT H IN  A STATE

The Soviet mil itar y rep resent  today a sta te  within  a stat e, an enormous organiza tion absorbing  a large port ion of Soviet economic resources, given pre fere ntial tre atm en t by the Pa rty  and play ing an imp orta nt role in the  shaping of Soviet defense and  foreign policies. We m ust ask, ther efor e; Wh at does the militar y wan t? Or, to pu t it in ano the r way, what are  some of the mi lita ry's  interests, objectives and  values th at  are  releva nt to Soviet foreig n policy?The mi litary ’s basic objectives and perennial demands  are  no se cr et : high priori ty levels for  the defense secto r of the economy; high levels of budgetary allocatio ns for  the severa l branches  of the  armed forces ; gre ate r autonomy for the High Command, in the planning and  execut ion of mil itar y policy, in othe r words, greater  authority  and  independence from the Pa rty . The mil itar y pre fers  an intern ational environment which is less tha n stable  and  which can be described  in term s of high levels of “th re at  expecta tion”, in pa rt  as a rat ion alization for the  main tenance of high defen se budge ts and priori ties for the  defense ind ust ria l sector.
With  reference to broad foreign policy objectives,  the  mili tar y’s a tti tude s may be described as mili tant , conserva tive and  ra ther  inflexible. For  example, the Soviet government’s suppo rt of a detente policy, has  met  with res istance  and host ility  from many sectors of the m il itar y; pa st att empts  by Pa rty  lead ers to reduce  the  burdensome size and cost of the conven tional forces in the Red Army have met with  concer ted opposition from the  m ilita ry, and  they were eventually res cin ded; occasions of p olitic al and  mi lita ry accomm odations with the  West, as for example in the  Cuban missile crisis, were met with host ility.  There is no need to expand this list  in ord er to arr ive  at  the  conclusion, that  the marshals, gene rals and adm iral s pre fer to deal with  Soviet external problems from a position of power, seeing the security of the  count ry, and the  pursu it of policy oppor tun ities abroad as being determined solely by the  might of the  Red Army. While Stalin and Khrushchev res isted mi lita ry pressures  more effectively, being more strongly entrenched in power, the  curre nt leadersh ip is, for a var iety  of reasons , less willing or able to oppose the  milita ry.
One point needs to be made cle ar : in describing mil itary-par ty disagreements I do not mean to imply that  the mil itar y is necessarily  more mi lita nt and ad venturous tha n the  Party  lea ders;  nor is it fa ir to say that  the mil itary always speaks with a single, united voice. The mil itar y community is frequent ly divided, inter-service rivalry  is a known fact,  and the Pa rty  is constantly seeking to fu rthe r these divisions within the  mil itary in order to prev ent collusion and  to.  achieve bet ter control.  Moreover, the  mil itary High Command is at  times moreconservative and  less adventurous tha n party  lead ersh ip in press ing for foreign  and mil itary adventu res abroad. However, when it  comes to the mi litary ’s basic objectives described above, the  officer corps tends to act in a united way. and when it comes to projectin g milita ry power abroad, the  mil itar y wants* to be• assured th at  the  time, place and  capabil ities are right. In the contemporaryperiod, and with  reference to the area  und er cons ideration  today, the  Middle Eas t, the mil itary seems to feel th at  the time, the place and  the capa bili ties  are  indeed right.  Le t us now, therefore, turn  to Soviet mil itary goals in the  Middle East .

GLOBAL PURPOSES

I believe th at  in orde r to be tte r und ers tand Soviet poli tical  and mil itar y objectiv es in the  Middle East , we should place these  in the  b road er context of their  political and mil itary purposes and  policies arou nd the  globe. The reason for  th is is. th at  their  Middle Eastern policy is closely rela ted  to others, and th at  fu ture  Soviet behav ior in the Middle Ea ste rn region will be strongly influenced by w hat  happens elsewhere.
It  is a generally accepted fac t th at  Soviet mil itar y and polit ical lead ers rely, above all, on thei r mil itary capabil ities to defend  their  country  to contro l thei r satell ites and to expand the ir influence  around  the globe. Ideology, communist doctrine, revo lutionary prop agan da and economic aid all play the ir assigned
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roles in Soviet political calculations . But  in the final analysis, to the suspicious 
Soviet mind, only the might of arms is wha t preserves the ir gains and turns 
opportu nities into fu rth er  gains. Now, for  abou t two decades since World 
War 11. the Soviets labored under a disadv antage : they were stra tegic ally in
fer ior  to the United States. Soviet leaders trie d various means to get around this  
hand icap . But  it was not until  the past few yea rs that  they finally obtained  this 
desperate ly sought objective—obtaining stra teg ic equality with the West.

I believe that  this  development  has led to several imp ortant  changes in Soviet 
strategic  th inking and foreign policy.

For two decades since World War II,  Soviet foreign and  mili tary  policy was 
essentially  Western oriented, it focused on an intense confron tation of NATO 
and  the United States. Soviet mil itary capabilities, postures  and stra tegies were 
aimed aga inst  the West. In recent years we have seen a shi ft in that  policy 
emphasis and orientation. We may call th is new policy line, this new Soviet Grand 
Design, a policy of Hold-and-Explore. Specifically, hold the Western flank s table, 
norma lize and stabi lize rela tions with the West from the newly gained position 
of stra tegic equality, in order  to gain greate r freedom to deal with the challenge 
from Communist China in the  E ast , and to explore promising opportuni ties South 
of Russia,  in the Mediterranean, in the  Middle East and in the areas of the 
Ind ian  Ocean. Such a policy sh ift  seems rea litis tic and promising to Soviet po liti
cal and milit ary leaders. They tend to see a continuation of the old, anti -Western  
conf rontation  policy as one of high-cost, high-risk and low-payoff, while the pur
su it of the new policy direct ion as one of relatively low-cost, low-risk and poten 
tia l high payoff.

SO M E SO VIET  A SS U M PTIO N S

Several  recent Soviet policy init iati ves  seem to suppor t these  assu mptions: 
Soviet inte res t in stra tegic arm s control ta lk s;  Soviet intere sts  in European  
security arra ngemen ts with the  West—al l seem direc ted at  a stab iliza tion and 
norm aliza tion of rela tions with  the West  from a  pos ition of st rategic and polit ical 
stre ngth and equality. Moreover, Soviet concerns  with  China have become more 
acute, and they have und erta ken  corresponding mil itary and politica l measures 
to th at  end. And finally, Soviet intere sts  in, and  commitments to the  Middle Ea st 
have increased and are  like ly to increase . The Soviet mil itary expansion  into  the 
Middle East is therefore intimately rela ted  to severa l developments and expecta
tions : One, the U.S. preoccupat ion with the  conflict in South East Asia, which 
necessarily reduced our atte ntio n, interests and the  likelihood of signif icant 
commitment to the  Middle Ea ste rn region.

Two, the sharp rise  in the levels of Soviet stra teg ic and  conventional capa bili 
ties  offered the Soviets a greater  sense of security vis-a-vis the West, and em
boldened them to probe the degree of Western resolve in the Middle East.

Three, the Middle Easte rn region represen ts to the Soviet mind a highly 
promising area for  polit ical and  mil itary explo ita tio n: it  conta ins a number of 
intensely anti-Western count ries, with unstable  leade rship,  seeking outside sup
port and open to communist penetra tion .

Four, the pres sure  of the  Soviet mil itar y upon the  Pa rty  leaders to expand 
Soviet mil itary  presence  in the  region for mil itar y and polit ical purposes, has  
likely reduced wha teve r rese rvations there migh t have been in the Kremlin.

We may suggest  there fore , th at  t he  increased Soviet mil itary power is looking 
for a purpose. To the  Soviet and  polit ical leaders the Middle East is in many 
ways an ideal place and purpose. It  opens stra teg ic are as  in support of Soviet 
global mili tary  opera tio ns ; it  i s an are a of ill-defined W estern political inte rests, 
and  thus  prone to probing and  pe ne tra tio n; it  offers the  Soviet mil itary an op
por tun ity  to expan d its  influence abroad, to test cer tain doctr ines and weapo ns; 
it  enhances the rat ionale  for  high levels of defense  allocations at  home. An in
creased Soviet mil itar y presence in th at  region thr eaten s the southern flanks of 
NATO and the actua l and symbolic western presence. The region is logistically 
accessible to t he Soviet Union.

The Soviet mil itar y lead ers have  never, in the ha lf century histo ry of the ir 
country, commanded a more formidable arm ed fo rce; neve r enjoyed such a strong 
polit ical position a t hom e; nev er been that  powerful vis-a-vis the West. Moreover, 
from the Soviet poin t of view, the ir tradit ion al adve rsar ies, the  U.S. and NATO, 
have  never been in such a disarray,  largely because of Vietnam, domestic pre
occupations and because of a  disinc linat ion to un der take new global commitments.
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I subm it th at  this is a ra ther  dange rous situ atio n in which the  Soviet mil itary 
lead ers may seek to force the hand of their  ra ther  unimagin ative and  less-than- 
decisive collective polit ical leade rship . The futur e course  of Soviet policy in the 
Middle Ea st will therefore depend to a larg e extent  on the  firmness and  resolve 
of the only power capable of deterr ing  fu rth er  Soviet pen etratio n of the  Middle 
Easte rn region, and the only power capab le of compelling them to recons ider 
futur e course of action. In the absence of such a resolve, the  Soviet mili tary  and  
polit ical leaders will feel less constra ined  to expand the ir mil itar y presence there , 
and thus  set the stage for a potentia l conf lagra tion of disast rous proport ions.

Mr. Hamilton. The subcommittee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 4:20 p.m., the joint  subcommittee adjourned.)





SOVIE T INVO LVEM ENT IN T HE MIDD LE EAST AND THE WESTERN RES PON SE
TU ESD A Y , N O V EM BER  2,  1971

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Committee on F oreign Affairs,

Subcommittees on E urope and
th e Near E ast, 

Washington, D.G.
The joint subcommittees met at 10 a.m. in room 2172, Rayburn 

House Office Build ing, the Honorable  Benjamin  S. Rosenthal 
presiding.

Air. Rosenthal. The subcommittees will be in order. The Subcom
mittee on Europe and the Subcommittee on the Middle Eas t continue 
these hear ings on the Soviet role in the Middle E ast and the Western 
response. Today's session sta rts the  consideration of the European role 
in tha t response.

We are pleased to have two distinguished members of the academic 
community with vast experience and understanding in this area join 
us this morning.

Dr. Brown, we will hear you first. You may read your prepared 
statement, or include it in the  record, as you wish, and extract per ti
nent parts  of it.

STATEMENT OF PROF. L. CARL BROWN, MIDDLE EAST 
HISTORIAN, PRINCETON UNIVER SITY

(The biography of Mr. Brown appears on p. 183.)
Air. Brown. All right , with your permission, I  would like to sum

marize roughly h alf  of the prepared s tatement and then read the final 
pages.

I was asked by your  two subcommittees to address myself to, among 
other th ings, the colonial legacy and what impact th at has on the pres
ent-day political realities, and I might just summarize by saying in 
the first part of the paper I suggest tha t the colonial legacy is not a 
major factor  in determining the outlook and range of political choices 
in the states of the Middle East.  This is because the colonial legacy 
was too brief, it was too disjunctive as an experience, and, hence, be
cause of the brevity  in  time and the disjunctive nature of the more or 
less formal AVestern colonial rule in the Aliddle East, it l eft  behind no 
mas terp lan.

FR EN CH  NO RTH AFRICA

A different patte rn can be seen as having emerged out of the colonial 
legacy in formerly French North Africa , simply because of different 
inputs. Tha t is to say, the  French colonial experience in North Africa 
tended to be more uniform and more intense.

(95)
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Nevertheless, addressing myself to the problem, or to the question of 
what was the colonial legacy, T do come up with the finding t ha t al
though this whole past is of great intere st to the studen t of govern
ment, to the student of modernization, those of us obliged to consider 
present-day political options would be advised to look for other as
pects, such as the economic complementary of Western Europe and 
the Middle East,  on such items as oil, workers (the great number of 
workers especially from Turkey and the countries of North  Africa  
employed in Euro pe),  agricultura l commodities, indus trial goods, and 
so forth.

I would suggest even the common political interests, now dormant, 
suggest feasible future  alternatives. The common political interests of 
Europe and the Near Eas t using each other as a foil agains t outside 
domination is one such item to keep in mind.

In the latt er part of my paper, I turn to the following considera
tions, which I will read.

The end of the  period of Western hegemony in the Middle East and 
North  A frica  does not, however, spell the  end of a period of Europe’s 
close involvement with tha t region. On the contrary Western and 
Southern Europe is ineluctably linked to the Middle Eas t and North 
Africa . The economic complementary of Western Europe and the 
Middle E ast /North Africa  (oil, workers, and agricu ltural surplus in 
exchange for  manufactures in addition to equipment and technical 
services required for the area’s own indust rializa tion) fits too neatly to 
be completely disrupted by different political consideration arising 
either from within the area or  without, fo r example, the Soviet Union 
or China.

MEDIT ERRANEAN UN IT Y POSSIBLE

Also, the  Arab States, Turkey and Israel share the Mediterranean 
with much of Europe. Given present tensions such as that pitt ing  
Arabs agains t Israel and Greece against Turkey  (over Cyprus)  the 
idea tha t the litto ral States might rally  to the cry of the Mediter
ranean for the Mediterraneans may seem farfe tched. Nevertheless, its 
potential  emotional pull as well as its economic, political, and strategic 
prac ticali ty should not be overlooked.

This line of approach suggests tha t the conventional Man-from- 
Mars coming to consider present-day politics and diplomacy in the 
Mediterranean m ight well be surprised to hear th at i t is usually viewed 
in terms of regional disputes spilling over internat ionally into a poten
tiall y very dangerous Great  Power confrontation between the  United 
States and the Soviet Union—neither  of which borders the Mediter
ranean. Is there some possible confusion of roles here? Have the prin 
cipals involved deluded themselves concerning the real issues, either 
by embracing old slogans and myths or by misreading  existing stra 
tegic rea lities ?

For  example, the potent ial strateg ic threat  of Soviet moves in the 
Mediterranean is simply (and not too inaccurately)  described as th at 
of outflanking Western Europe, but in th at case why is not the region 
directly threatened more directly  involved in working out an effective 
response. There  is considerable evidence tha t the French  Government 
is concerned, but nevertheless even France seems willing to let the 
United  States take the leading role.
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And why not? Fo r as long as the United States preempts the posi
tion of leadership agains t Soviet incursions in the M editerranean the 
Western European powers di rectly involved can enjoy whatever pro
tection the United States policy provides if and for as long as i t is 
successful while main taining relative freedom of maneuver to con
sider other  options when the opportuni ty or the need arises. In the 
eastern Mediter ranean, the United States  is, therefore,  paying the 
price of preemptive leadership.

AS SU MED  EUROPE A N W EA K N ESS

Ever since the Eisenhower doctrine for, in a broader sense, ever 
since the Truman doctrine)  the United States has been acting on the 
assumption tha t the Western European hand is too weak in the E ast
ern Mediter ranean to achieve the minimal goals shared by both. At 
an earlier  period this was not a completely whimsical estimate, but 
power rela tions have changed since the immediate post-World W ar I I 
period. Even the idea tha t Bri tain  and France were so discredited 
afte r the ir abortive Suez campaign as to  be unable  to play any sig
nificant role in the Eastern Mediterranean has lost  whatever validi ty 
it might  have had. In such m atters  the states of the area (just  like 
other states) have very short memories. The notion—still to be read 
in a standard  text  on the Middle Eas t in interna tional  affairs—that 
the United States has some special opera ting advantage in the Mid
dle Eas t because of its anticolonial past  is unadultera ted nonsense, 
and has been for over 15 years.

Just as Brita in and France (and for tha t matter, I tal y and Spain)  
are under no special liability  for having colonized par ts of  the Middle 
Eas t and North  Africa in an earl ier period, the United States reaps 
no benefit for having avoided the scramble for  colonies, at least in this 
pa rt of the world.

Of course, it is easier to point out the penalty of preemptive leader
ship than to find an effective way of working back to a diplomatic  
position more consistent with the immediacy and intensi ty of the in
terests at stake. The clear—and legitimate—U.S. interest in preven t
ing Soviet domination of the Mediter ranean is in no way lessened 
because of an identical interest  on the part of Western and Southern 
Europe.

It  must also be admit ted tha t Un ited States  spokesmen (public and 
priva te) often confuse U.S. ties with and informal commitments to 
Israel with the aim of preventing the spread of Soviet influence in 
the Mediterranean. In  cer tain ways, the policy interests in preserving 
a strong and secure Is rael and in avoiding Soviet domination of th e 
Mediterranean can be reconciled. Indeed, an approach tha t merges 
these two interests would represent the best feasible strategy  for the 
United  States  in the area. Nevertheless, it  serves no interest to will
fully—or unwi tting ly—confuse the two; for one pa rt of the problem 
in getting Western Europe more directly involved in defense of a 
common Mediter ranean interes t is to work out a commonly-accepted 
approach to the Arab -Israeli issue.

The above approach suggests bringing Europe more directly  into 
the resolution of Eas tern  and Southern Mediterranean affairs not— 
let it be repeated—because of any special role earned by Europe dur 
ing the period of colonial rule b ut only because of a complementarity 
-of geographical , politica l and economic interests.
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EUROPE MODEST, REALISTIC

Xor are any of the European  powers showing at  this time any nos
talgic  yearnings for the old empire. The eminently patien t and cor
rect attitude of the Ital ian  Government to the expulsion of Ital ian  
subjects from Libya seems to suggest a more modest and realistic 
approach.

Or, to  end on a more pessimistic and cynical note, i t—this reaction 
of Europe  as we see it today—may be only part of a dismally long 
patt ern of s tagnant balance characterizing the now two-centuries old wproblem of st ruggle over the eastern Mediterranean that  earlier dip
lomats labeled the “Eastern Question.” During th is entire period the 
Middle East has never been dominated, never unified, only tantalized 
and tormented. There has been jus t enough outside pressure to keep *
political forces in the area off balance, not enough to provoke clearly 
delineated, strongly-rooted, indigenous forces in response to the 
challenge.

And the bit ter  fru it is that  Middle Eastern leaders still tend to 
conduct their politics the way it was done during—and even before— 
the “Western interlude” of colonial rule, th at is, with  an eye over one’s 
shoulder to see what the outside powers are up to.

And the outside powers still jockey for position in this absurd race 
tha t never ends and thus never pays a purse  to the victor.

So today, as yesterday, we see little wars, constant tensions, the 
hypocritical clucking of  Great Powers, within the region the deepen
ing cynicism t ha t comes f rom being constantly tantalized and in the 
outside world a poor replay of the times of Lord Palmers ton and 
M. Thiers, of Muhammad Ali and the Ottoman sultans, leading per
haps to another Crimean War which w'e can only hope will be no 
worse than the first.

So to sum up, Mr. Chairman, I was attempting in this statement 
first to assay the colonial legacy in terms of present-day realities, 
and I came up with the simplistic, but I believe basically accurate 
judgment  tha t this is not the major clusters of factors to look for.
Rather , certain  present-day economic and political realities are a
much more significant guide to what is going on. I then turned in
the latter part of the statement to a background appraisal of what •
I see as some of the inconsistencies or difficulties in the American
position in the eastern Mediterranean especially. F inally , I  suggested
in the last few moments o f my prepared statement tha t the legacy
of the last century or so, as seen from within the area, has created a
sort of conditioned response to the reality  of having been tantalized
rath er than completely crushed, and their response, is now deep rooted.

A STAGNANT BALANCE

Even some of us who have long worked in the area tend to over
look how this patterned response tends to produce a stagnant balance, 
very little progress, very little  solution of internal, regional diplo
matic issues, et cetera.

Thank you.
(The full text of Mr. Brown’s statement appears on p. 11S.)
Mr. Rosenthal. Dr. Landes? I know you have a prepared state 

ment. You may insert  it in the record, or proceed in whatever man
ner you think  most useful to the committee.
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(T he  biog raph y of  Mr.  La nd es  ap pe ars on p. 186.)
Mr.  Landes. I  wi ll rea d fro m my sta teme nt  mak ing pe rhaps some ad lib  cha nge s as I  go along, with  yo nr  permis sion. I confess th at it  isn ’t  easy to conceive of a sta temen t of  th is  so rt on sh or t order, so to speak, an d I  w ould be ha pp ier, as p erha ps  P ro fessor  B rown  would  be, to discuss these mat ters  in response  to questio ns fro m the committ ee. 

ECONOMIC INTERESTS

I th in k any eff ort  to un de rs tand  th e in terest of  the major  West  Eu ro pe an  c ountr ies  (th e Uni ted Kingdom,  F ranc e,  a nd  G erm any) in the M idd le Eas t s imply  in  te rm s o f economic re lat ion s i s un persuasive. Th e da ta  make it  c lea r th at  the pr im ar y commercia l tie  of  Eu rope  to  the reg ion  tak es the form  of  o il im ports —a sub jec t t hat I  un de rst an d will be trea ted b y someone else. E ve n th ese,  which c onsti tut e a  su bs tan tial  fra ct io n of th e value  of  im po rts  fro m the reg ion , are  bu t a sma ll fra ct io n of  these co un tri es’ to ta l im po rts  of  all commodities.
A t the  same tim e Eu rope an  ex po rts  to these co untries r un  even lower th an  im po rts  both in absolu te ter ms and in share  of aggreg ate  t rade . Ge rm any an d Sw itz er land  are exc ept ion s; bu t the oth ers  essent iall y sell less to these cou ntr ies  t han  they  buy  fro m the m,  an d I  th in k th at  th is  di sp ar ity is im pl ici t in th e hug e oil su rp lus th at  the  M iddle Eas t expo rts  to  E uro pe . To  be sure,  mu ch of  th is  outf low re tu rn s t o E urop e di rectl y or indi rectl y via  t ra de  w ith  non-Eu ropean  co untrie s on d ire ct  tr an sf er  to Eu rope an  accounts .
Nevertheles s, the  tendenc y to v iew th is area  as some k ind of  ma gnifi cen t po tent ial  marke t fo r Eu ro pe  is one th a t few Eu rope an s would  agree wi th.  T his is n ot  to  say th a t Eu rope an  n ati ons are  not  in ter est ed in develop ing  th ei r t ra de  w ith  the  co untrie s o f th e M idd le Ea st,  ju st  as they  are intere ste d in ex pa nd ing trad e in othe r pa rt s of the wor ld. Tra de  considera tions do influence  policy,  esp ecially  ins of ar  as  dipl om acy c an cre ate  a f avorab le rec ept ion  f or  Eu ro pe an  product s. Th e m ajo r Eu rope an  na tions  are ve ry ca nd id  abo ut th is ; an d the Fr en ch , fo r exa mple, have  po int ed  to a nu mber of  success ful tra nsac tio ns , begin ning  in  1967, as  evidence  of the  success of t hei r forei gn  p olic y vis- a-vi s the A rab Sta tes . I f  one e xam ines th e t ra de  da ta , th ey  show th at  Fr en ch  exports  to  th e reg ion  have alm ost  do ubled in cu rre nt  dol lar va lue  since  1967—almost  thr ee fo ld  i f you  om it the no rth Afr ican  A ra b countries. I  rep ea t, however , th a t the overa ll am ount is ra th er  sma ll com pared to ag greg ate  tra de , an d I  have  att ache d to my sta tem ent a tab le of  th e trad e of  th e pr incipa l West  E urop ea n countrie s w ith  the  re gio n as com par ed w ith  th ei r overal l trad e.

TH E “haves” OF TH E OIL WORLD
As  fo r fo rei gn  aid  to the are a, one has to di sti ng uis h betw een the hav es an d have-no ts. Th e hav es are those cou ntr ies  th a t expo rt oil. Th ey  have,  as no ted  above, a su rp lu s on com modity  acc oun t and can  buy such mater ia l and tec hn ica l ass istance  as they  need. Th ey  receive li tt le  by way of  gi ft s fro m Eur op e;  the Eu rope an s un de rs tand  pe rfec tly  well  t hat  the re  is lit tle po in t in  g iv ing m oney  to  peop le who al rea dy  ha ve it. But  th e E ur op ea n cou ntr ies  do vie to serve them,  in so far
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ns such services can be translated into favorable diplomatic relations 
and profitable contracts for the industry of  the  country concerned.

To be sure, the more populous oil-producing countries—I think 
there are three of these th at are worth taking account of here—Iraq, 
Tran, and Algeria—have problems and needs th at exceed what they 
can solve with oil royalties. All three have received foreign assistance, 
but only the last is part icula rly linked to Western Europe. Iraq, of 
course, is mostly closely linked with the  Soviet bloc economically, and 
to a lesser extent w ith Western Europe, with Brit ish petroleum. The 
Iran ians have theiT* Hose contacts  with American business.

Algeria, however, has continued to maintain close economic ties with 
France since independence, and in spite of recent, differences, this com
mon-law marriage continues. On the other hand, the French commit
ment of resources to Algeria, much of which has taken the form of 
human technical assistance (teaching  personnel especially) has di
minished considerably over the years. This  reflects partly  the growing 
reliance of Algeria on Eas t bloc countries for aid, par tly a waning 
of French enthusiasm and a certain amount of disenchantment. 
(France, I  might say in passing, continues to be the country t ha t ex
pends the highest proportion  of its income in foreign aid, in the en tire 
world, although the proportion is small, around 1 percent, and most 
of its assistance goes as before, to Afri ca; but more and more of it, 
to the countries south of the Sahara.)

“ha ve-not s” need  aid

The have-not countries of the Middle East,  that  is, those which 
do not have oil to  export, can all use assistance. The ones tha t need 
it the most, however, E gypt and Syria, look for help to the Commu
nist countries ra ther than to Western Europe. This pat tern  is not likely 
to change in the near future , and European countries would deem the 
provision of assistance to them a poor political and business risk. I 
say this even though Air. Douglas-Home is reported to have offered 
Egypt  some 1 million pounds in aid on the occasion of his recent 
visit. The sum of 1 million pounds is very small in relation  to the 
quant ity of aid t hat  Egyp t has received from the Soviet Union.

These countries, Egy pt and Syria, are already heavily indebted to 
the Soviet bloc and have mortgaged thei r fu ture  for years to come.

Israel is a special case. It  is richer, in terms of income per head, 
than  the o ther Middle E astern countries—with the  exception of  small 
states like Kuwait, with enormous oil royalties to be distributed among 
a small population. Even so, I srae l’s large outlays for armaments, its 
ambitious development projects, and its heavy social commitments 
have, made it dependent on outside assistance to a s ignificant degree— 
either in the form of loans or gifts. Almost none of this comes now 
from Europe. German reparations, once very important to Israel i 
survival, have long since tapered off and would constitute in any case 
a much smaller f raction of income than they d id in the 1950’s. French 
assistance, once pa rticu larly  active in the milit ary sphere, has dwin
dled almost to nothing since the June war.

If  anything, the French  contribution is negative:  The French Gov
ernment is holding under embargo airplanes for which the Israelis 
have already pa id hard cash. Great Britain, in spite of its old political
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tie to the area, has never provided assistance to Isr ae l; its main efforts 
were directed originally to susta ining the S tate of Jordan, but Britain 
has since given over much of this role to the United States.

So far  1 have been looking a t the problem from the point of view of 
the Middle Eastern countries. From  the European side, there is no 
question tha t Middle East policies are pr imari ly a function of politics 
rather than business. The two countries most interested in the area, by 
history and vocation, are Great Bri tain  and France. The former long 
had a major stake in the area by vir tue of its link to India. The second 
was motivated by na tional ambition and pretensions that went back, 
interest ingly enough, in some instances, to the crusades. The interwar 
mandates reflected this interest; in effect, B ritain and France shared 
the Middle E ast  between them. The war and the Arab independence 
movement changed all tha t, while the instrusion of the United  States  
and Russia into the region inevitably conduced to a subordination of 
the former primary powers. Even so, neithe r France nor Brita in has 
ever given up the hope of playing an active role in the  polit ics of the 
Middle East. Each  recognizes that this role cannot be what it was, and 
if anything, each now p uts itself forward in the name of its weakness 
rath er than  of its strength ; tha t is, i t puts itself forward as a better 
potentia l friend for the countries of the region than  eithe r of the 
superpowers ever can be, precisely because they are superpowers. 

CO N SI STEN T B R IT IS H  ROLE

Inevitab ly, both the French and the Brit ish have become involved 
in the primary political issue of the  region—the Arab-Is raeli conflict. 
Through the years, each has had a fluctuating re lationsh ip with Israel, 
though the Brit ish have been on the whole more consistent. The 
Briti sh were opposed to part ition in  1947, and have remained opposed 
to most Israel i policy since.

The only real exception to  this record is the interlude  of the Sinai 
campaign, when Bri tain  was drawn by France into an alliance with 
Israel tha t had as one objective the recapture of the  Suez Canal from 
Egypt. Since tha t fiasco, the Briti sh have returned  to thei r trad itional 
policy of courting influence with the Arabs whenever possible. To be 
sure, the stakes are far less impor tant. Indi a is gone, and the route to 
Ind ia is no longer the sacred cow of Brit ish imperialism. Still, the 
Briti sh have old, established ties in the area, particularly with the 
Trucia l sheikdoms of the Pers ian (Arabian)  Gul f; and the British  
foreign service is still staffed by men who made thei r careers in the 
region and brought home with them a strong affection for  the Arabs 
and an identification with Arab  interests.

There is nothing unusual about this. I t goes without saying th at this 
is preciselv the patt ern tha t tends to develop in any diplomatic rela
tionship : The ambassador is less the representative of the country that  
sends him than a spokesman and intermediary  to his own people for the 
country to which he is accredited. The Brit ish in this respect are no 
different from the French or the Americans.

The French record has been very different. Partly because o f  
Fran ce’s own conflict with the rebels in  Algeria, who were receiving 
assistance at  the time from other Arab countries. France  linked her
self to Israel in the midfifties and continued to support Israel, mate
rially and diplomatically, right into the middle of the next decade. 
This connection, which found expression in strong  personal ties and
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sundry statements of loyalty and affection, was, however, like all other 
such connections, fundamentally a function of national interest. Once 
the Alger ian question was settled. France buried her grievances against 
the Arabs and sought to renew connections that  had lain fallow over 
the preceding decade. M bile assistance to Israel continued, efforts 
were made to balance this by support to Arab countries. The showdown 
came in  1967, when France made it clear that  it would throw its sup
port to Egyp t in the crisis over the closing of the Strait of Tiran. The 
Israelis, who ordinar ily think of themselves as hardheaded, were 
shocked. They were to be even more disappointed in the years tha t 
followed, as I  rance subsequently shif ted her f riendsh ip completely to 
the side of  the  Arabs, undertook an overtly one-sided policy of mili
tary assistance, and embargoed further  shipments of arms to Israel. 
To be sure, th is change of posture was disguised for a while under a 
rhetoric of evenhandedness. The French, for example, insisted a t first 
that they would send arms to neither  side; then, however, distin 
guished between those Arab countries in the field of conflict, and those, like Libya, tha t lay outside.

FR EN CH  ROLE CH AN GE D

Given the connections among the Arab states, connections that  have 
been reinforced since, this deception fooled no one. If  anything, it has 
been a source of embarrassment to the French Government, which has 
been criticized on this  score by French opinion, at  least some French 
opinion, as well as reproached by old Israeli friends. The answer, as 
given by Foreign Minister Schumann recently is that  France looks 
forward  to renewed normal relations with Israel,  and to win friend
ship with Israel, though only on certain  conditions, among them a com
mitment by Is rael not to challenge French discrimination along these 
lines. Tn short, “we will be your friend if you don’t complain how we 
treat you.”

French  policy is also influenced by European diplomatic interests.
For  some time now, France has sought to depolarize the rival ry be
tween the Soviet Union and the  United States and to regain for it self 
a position of influence in the international arena. Hence the  frequent 
French references and summonses to four-power conferences concern- •
ing the Middle East, which go back to the crisis preceding the June 
war.

As p art  of this campaign, the French have been concerned to make 
thei r initiative acceptable to the Soviet Union by assuming a roughly *
parallel  position: at the same time, they have tended to play down 
whenever possible the significance of Soviet intervention in the region.
Here I might diverge slightly from Professor Brown’s presentation.
The French  say th at they look upon the Mediterranean as, in fact, a 
front ier area of the Soviet Union. At  least this is what Courve de Mur- 
ville said to a group recently when I was present, tha t it  was by no 
means unexpected or unreasonable to find Soviet naval vessels and a 
Soviet buildup in the Medi terranean; tha t the Mediterranean lies, 
afte r all, in close proximity to the southern border of the Soviet Union.

I would emphasize, as Professor Brown has, tha t the French have 
felt free to indulge in this flirta tion with the Soviet Union precisely 
because of thei r confidence of continued American concern and the 
presence of American naval forces in the area.
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Ge rm any is a spe cia l case. She has to live  wi th  the Sovie t Un ion , 
especially  in  m at te rs  concern ing  a divid ed  Ge rmany , an d yet she is ve ry 
mu ch depend en t in  all  th is  on the Uni ted Sta tes . H er  posit ion  is dic
ta te d pr im ar ily by he r concern fo r the rea ctions of  th e superpo we rs 
in so fa r as the se are  in a posit ion  to influence  t he  fa te  o f the  twro G er- 
manys . Th e Ge rm an  postu re is much less affec ted by in tra -E ur op ea n 
pressu re. I  say th is  in  spit e of  the  r ece nt affec ted adh erence  to th e dec
la ra tio n of the Six re ga rd in g a Midd le Eas t set tlem ent .

ir
ACTIVE GERMAN TRADE

Because of  th e absence of  a ch arac teris tic  histo ric al  involvement , 
which  to some ex ten t defines  the  objec tives of  B ri ta in  a nd  F ranc e,  th e 
Ge rman in terest  in the Middle Eas t is more removed th an  t he irs  an d 
less dictated  by previou s experience . Com mercia l con sid era tions  are  
th at  much mo re im po rta nt  ; Ge rm an y's  t ra de  w ith  the  a rea  h as  g row n 
ste ad ily  an d now  exceeds th at of  ei ther  o f the othe r two major  West  
Eu ro pe an  n ations.

Ge rm any pr esen tly  has no form al dip lom ati c re lat ions  with  the 
major  A ra b State s. She has been moving, however , to  res tore the se— 
if  only because no gr ea t powe r is comfort able wi th th a t kind  of  hole 
in its  ne tw ork  of d ipl om ati c co nnections. Th e A rab s in tu rn  would l ike  
to com pel  Ge rmany, as th e p rice o f re sump tion, to adhere  to  th ei r in te r
pr etat io n of  U.N . Resolution 242 and line  up in effect  wi th Fr an ce , 
Bri ta in , and  the  So vie t Union .

In  v iew of  the concurr en t p res sur es fro m Fran ce . B ri ta in , th e Sovie t 
Un ion , an d pe rhap s also fro m the Am erican  St ate Dep ar tm en t, the 
Germans  may well move in th is direct ion . T he  effect would be an  alm ost 
com plete diplo mati c iso lation of  Israel , the pro spe ct of  wh ich  the 
Is rael is reac t to  w ith  a m ixture  of  dr ead, philosop hic al acceptance, a nd  
mo ral  ou trage . I t  is no t cle ar to  me th at th is  con firm atio n of Is ra el 's 
res en tment an d convic tion  th a t its  fa te  is being dec ided by ex tra re - 
gio nal power in ter es ts,  is  an y mo re c onduciv e to  peace in the are a t ha n 
the pa ra lle l Ara b res en tment an d con vic tion  th at th ei r fa te  is a t the 
mercy of ex tra region al  imp er ial ist  in terest s.

Tha nk  you.
♦ (T he  fu ll text  of Air. La nd es’ sta tem ent appears  on p. 122.)

Mr. R osenthal. Than k yo u ve ry m uch , Profe sso r.
Dr.  B rown , several witnesses ha ve tes tified before  the commit tee on a 

m at te r you  di dn ’t ta lk  on, bu t I  wa nte d to get  your  view. A numb er
* of  othe r witnesses test ified  th a t the y saw the ul tim ate solution fo r 

peaceful resolu tio n of  t he  M idd le Eas t conf lict coming thr ou gh  di rect  
negotia tions  betw een the pa rti es . Al l the jockey ing  and inter me dia te  
positions wou ld no t be use ful , they said, to a final resolu tion down the  
road  to peace.  I  would  like  to hav e your  view on th at  s ubje ct.

Mr.  B rown. I do n’t feel t he  questi on of wh eth er the re be di rect  neg o
tia tio ns  is near ly  so cru cia l as the m at te r of  kee ping some flicker of 
flame go ing in the  movement to ward a sett lem ent , and in  some way s i t 
seems t o me ra th er  cha racter ist ic  of the  dipl om atic clim ate  in  th is area  
th at  so mu ch tim e seems to be spent on such ques tions .

I wo n't  bo ther  to review that  bac kgrou nd. Y ou know al l too  well  th at 
the sides di rect ly  concern ed, the Ar ab s an d Israel , have bo th go tte n 
themse lves  caug ht  in  a posit ion  th at nei ther  is re ad ily  able  to s tep  down 
from. To  t hat ex ten t, th e question of  w he the r the re  should be d ire ct  o r 
indi rect  nego tia tio ns  ha s some im media te imp ort ance in k eepin g th ings
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moving, bu t I  feel very strongly in terms of a long-range settlement 
tha t all sides can live with ; this  question is very definitely low priority. 
I would certainly hope tha t all sides keep a rath er open-ended 
flexibility.

A ME DIT ERRANEAN PACT

Mr. R osenthal. Dr. Brown, you discussed on page 7 the lack of po
litical coherence among the countries bordering on the Mediterranean. 
Do you think there is any chance tha t there could be a government, a 
grouping, a Mediterranean Pact, as it were; and if such a thing  could 
develop, would i t provide stabil ity and some kind  of long-term t ran
quility in that  area?

Mr. Brown. Let me try to  answer this in several ways. Fi rst, I th ink 
the statement that Mr. Landes gave, which in pa rt put  more emphasis 
on the European view of the Middle East, is indeed consistent with my 
own. I  would agree tha t to the Europeans thi s is somewhat a secondary 
issue, in terms of trade,  politics, and the like. By the same token, I 
think  it is quite unrealistic to conceive of some kind of tightly struc 
tured  institu tional development, either economic cooperation or even 
less—some kind of viable political unit. At the same time, I would 
argue, although I concede it might now seem a littl e whimsical, the 
general idea does make sense, and I do think  something along the line 
of just a lit tle bit  more cooperation could be achieved. I t would seem to 
me that there  are certain  powers in the Mediterranean having a real in
terest to do so.

Mr. Rosentital. I f  you could write the most optimistic scenario you 
could write, how would it work itself out?

Mr. Brown. I  should think, in the next generat ion, it  would be tha t 
of a ra ther  more effective economic cooperation among the states of the 
Mediterranean littoral, a willingness of all s tates direc tly concerned to 
simply put in cold storage some of these pressing political issues tha t 
are not going to be easily solved.

Mr. R osenthal. In  Europe  we see in the last few years, it seems to 
me, a growing economic un it, growing in scope, intensity and impor
tance tha t may well develop into a political unit. Is tha t the same 
parallel scene?

Mr. Brown. I  would see much of the oil producing area of the Mid
dle E ast being clear ly linked to Europe, because Europe is the major 
importer of th at oil. Western Europe and Jap an together.

I  personally can’t now see any kind of integra tion of the Eastern 
and Southern Mediterranean, compared to what is emerging in the 
EEC.

Mr. Rosenthal. Dr. Brown, you noted, on page 8 of your statement, 
tha t the United States had stepped into the Eastern Mediterranean 
because it felt a weakness on the part of the European powers. Do 
you have a view as to whether the United S tates might have or should 
attempt to influence its NATO Allies into a more active role there?  If  
so, how do you do it, and should NATO then become involved as 
NATO in Near  East  disputes?

POSSIBL E ROLE FOR NATO

Mr. B rown. A  majo r theme I tried  to stress in  the paper is mv con
viction tha t the  Uni ted States  should t ry to interest  the NATO Allies



105

in more  act ive  p ar tic ipat ion in Med ite rra ne an  a ffai rs. I th ink my pr o
posa l fits cle arly into the re th in ki ng  now go ing  on in many qu ar te rs  
now con cer ning U.S . postu re to the  out side world . We  have to tak e a 
som ewhat  more  rea lis tic  ap pr ai sa l of  wh at th is  c ou ntr y can do and be 
sur e th at  i s done effectively.

In  ter ms  of  immedia te po liti ca l, str ate gic, an d economic considera
tions, there is a  c lea r a nd  undenia ble  W ester n an d So uthe rn  E urop ean 
intere st in the  Ea ster n Med ite rra ne an , bu t they  see the  Un ite d State s 

■ ta ki ng  the  lead , and, in effect, they  respond, “W hy  no t let  them ?”
We need to find way s and mea ns of  br ingi ng  the  Eu ro pe an  sta tes  

more effective ly into thes e issues , bu t I would  be the  fir st to say th is 
would be very difficult indeed.

• Mr . Rosenthal. Ev eryb od y has said th at . We  are  inc lined to re 
spond,  “W ell,  how do you  do it ? ” W ha t recom mendatio ns do you 
have?

Mr.  Brown. I  don’t hav e any very prec ise reco mm end atio ns.  L et  me 
tr y  to ans wer it in the nega tiv e scenar io of  w ha t ca n also happen.

I am sure you hav e he ard in vario us  tes tim ony t he  w ay in whi ch the 
Eu rope an  sta tes  ei ther  trad it io na lly or because of  ex ist ing  int ere sts  
may  find  it advanta geous to str ike a ba rgain wi th the oil -prod uc ing  
co un tr ies; th at  is to say,  alm ost  e xclu sive ly, wi th the Arab Sta tes .

I subm it th at  th is  po ten tia l can,  of  course, be quite  di sru pt ive  in 
causi ng  a whole  pa tter n of  r eac tions  b y th is coun try , by Isr ae l, of  th e 
so rt th at cou ld get  u s off the  t ra ck  to a poss ible  s ettl ement .

Now, the  question, then , and I  cert ainly would  not  say th is is a very  
prec ise ans wer to yo ur  very  precise question, how  does one an tic ipate 
th is  p ote nti al,  t hi s possibil ity , t ha t the Eu rope an  p owers  can  p lay  thi s 
ca rd  an d cause  em barra ssm ent to us as well  as rea l da ng er  to  sta tes  
in the area  with  whom we have close con tact s. P a rt  of  the ans wer is 
to begin  th e cho re of  mak ing it  cle ar to Fr an ce , It al y , the Un ite d 
Kingdom,  th at there is a rea l disposit ion  on th e part  of  th is govern
me nt,  on  th e part  of t hi s coun try , n ot  to  w ash  i ts  hands  o f th e Ea ste rn  
Med ite rra ne an —th at wou ld be foo lish  and qu ite  unn ecessa ry, bu t a 
rea l dis posit ion  to wo rk in  coopera tion wi th  those more di rectl y in 
volved. Such reo rie ntati on  does  have its  ris k,  because the Eu rope an  

« pow ers  w ould env isage th ei r in ter es ts,  or an ap pr op riat e pol icy,  in  th e
Eas te rn  M ed ite rra ne an  d iff ere nt  f rom our own. B ut it does seem to  me  
th at  b y wo rking  o ut a comm on policy  alo ng  those lines, we c an reac h 
a more rea lis tic  se ttle me nt th a t the  pow ers can  live wit h. I f  we t ry  to

* ge t a set tle me nt th a t let s tlie  Eu rope an  pow ers  sta y ou t and decide 
wh eth er the y like i t or  not  a t th e la te r date, I  th in k we ar e b ui ld ing up 
an oth er  prob lem.

SI ZE  OF  EUROPE A N IN V EST M E N T

Mr.  R osenthal. D r. Landes,  you mentio n on page 4, that  E urop ean 
policies  a re pr im ar ily  a  f un cti on  o f p oli tics ra th er  th an  business. W hy  
is th is so ? Mos t of us th ou gh t the co nt rary , pr incipa lly  because there 
have been s izab le E ur op ea n inv est me nts  in t he  Midd le E as t.

I t  is the view of  some Am eri can s th at  inv estments , in the case of  
Great  B ri ta in , a t le ast , di d h ave an  influence  on policy .

Mr. L andes. I  pose th e c ou nter factu al  assum pt ion: supp ose they h ad  
less busin ess inv estment,  would th is  make a differen ce in t he ir  polic ies  ? 
I  d on’t th in k it  would . I th in k B ri ta in  and  F ra nc e follow policies  th at
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are to be understood more in terms of  the ir experience in the area, the 
image they have of their role in the area, than of any part icular busi
ness interest as such. Their economic interes t in th is area has dimin
ished over time in proportion to thei r overall economic interests. Even 
in oil their place has shrunk over the last generation by comparison, 
say, with that  of the United Sta tes.

Also o ther countries—Japan  and Ita ly—have come in since. Thei r 
ambitions and behavior in the  area are very different. I don’t see in 
vestments, then, as a critical facto r in determining what the Brit ish «
foreign office or the Quai d’Orsay think they want to do. They are 
more influenced by political considerations, though obviously they will, 
as they have in the past, often cite economic advantages  as a 
justification. *

The French  have done this since 1967.1 have seen numerous articles 
in newspapers like Le Monde citing  newly established business con
nections or even preliminary conversations as evidence of the wisdom 
of French foreign policy. But these gains are small in comparison with 
thei r larger economic interests and are not the determin ing factor.

Mr. Rosenthal. How much assistance are the  Middle Eastern coun
tries giving to each other? For example, are the oil rich countries 
sharing in any measureable degree thei r resources with thei r poorer 
neighbors, and does tha t have any influence on policy?

KUW AIT AIDS OTHERS

Mr. Landes. Well, the major flow of that type has been from Ku
wait, which set up a government fund  a few years back and has since 
supplemented the resources from this fund by further  gif ts to Egy pt 
and to Jordan in the aftermath  of the June  1967 war.

Most of this assistance, however, is not in the nature of development 
assistance, but subsidies to cover the curren t expenditures of these 
countries and replace revenues lost as a result of the June war. The 
agreement at Khartum between Kuwait and Saudi Arabia to provide 
resources to E gypt and Jordan  was of this sort. With the Suez Canal 
cut off, Eg yptian revenues had been lost, and the oil countries agreed 
to replace it. eBut the bulk of the oil income in this area has not been used in th is 
way. Inso far as the oil countries have found ways to invest in thei r 
own development, they have done so. But they have more money than 
they know what to do with, and a great deal of it flows back to »
Europe. The Eurodolla r m arket  has been fueled to a g reat extent by 
moneys coming in from the Middle East.

Mr. Rosenthal. You suggested tha t economic considerations have 
played less an influence in foreign policy among the European coun
tries. What about public opinion? What effect has public opinion had 
on European policy toward  the Middle East ?

Mr. Landes. Well, the most extreme case o f contradiction between 
public opinion and policy decisions, of course, is tha t of France, 
where public opinion was generally extremely favorable to Israel in 
May and June  of 1967, but where the government followed a very 
different course and did so in accordance with the old trad ition  of 
France and of most other countries th at foreign policy is the preroga
tive of the sovereign and not of the people, so to speak.
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PU B L IC  O P IN IO N  IN  FR ANCE

Even in a modern parliamen tary system, where there is no longer 
a monarchy, the conduct of foreign affairs continues to be the province of the successor to the monarch, the chief executive, whether president or prime minister. De Gaulle was a very special man who had strong  opinions about what was good for Franc e and the world 
and was not part icula rly responsive or susceptible to  public opinion. (Of  course he was very sensitive to and resentfu l of unfavorable opinion, and there were some unpleasant  incidents a t the time in which the French Government h inted tha t the press was s trongly  influenced by ‘‘outside parties .’’ The M inister of Information made such a state ment. It created quite an outcry because there  were those F rench  who thought tha t the statement had an anti-Semitic implication.) Current French  policy in the  Middle E ast is perhaps the most striking instance of this divergence between foreign policy and public opinion.

In the Briti sh case, I think public opinion is much more divided and British policy is pretty much free to take what direction it will. 
I don’t thnk  that there is any par ticu lar preponderance of opinion within Brit ain on one side or the other. If  anything , I think the B rit ish public tends on the whole to be sympathet ic to the Arab rath er than  the I srael i position.

In Germany, the  problem is complicated by the his tory of the G ermans in the 1930’s and 1940’s. The country  is on the whole extremely 
sensitive to accusations of anti-Semitism and is, therefore,  reluc tant lo take a position tha t would be interp reted  as systematically anti- 
Israeli.  I  think, fo r example, if a German Presid ent were to say, as De Gaulle did a few years back, tha t the Jews are an elite, domineering people, I  th ink it would arouse a much stronger reaction than  the De Gaulle statement did. The De Gaulle statement did arouse considerable apprehension among French Jews and Jews generally, as you will recall, but coming from a French Presiden t, it had much less impact than  it would have if it had come, say, from a President of the German Federal Republic.

I think the Germans have been careful here, with perhaps  a distinction to be made between the Chris tian Democrats and the Social Democrats.
The Social Democrats feel their hands to be realtively clean by comparison with thei r political competitors who don’t have the same sense of guilt, perhaps, about partic ipation in Germany’s past,  about com

plicity  with the Hi tler regime, and are less sensitive to this issue of anti-Semit ism than other German parties.
Mr. Rosenthal. Mr. Hamilton?
Mr. Hamilton. We have heard  a lot in this committee about the dependence of Western Europe on the oil reserves of the ^Middle East , and, if anything, tha t dependence is going to increase in the years 

ahead. I f th is is a fact, why is it th at we have such a hard time getting  
the Western Europeans to take a more active role in the  Middle East?  Are they not as afraid as we are of Soviet domination of the Middle Eas t and its oil reserves, or  Soviet control of those reserves, or Soviet 
capacity to denv them to the West ?
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EU RO PE AN VI EW  D IF FE REN T

Mr. L andes. Mr. Hamilton, I am not sure, first, whether our desire 
to have the European nations take a more active role means the same 
to them as it does to us. I th ink when we use the term, we mean, “Why 
can’t we get the European nations to cooperate more with us in the 
effort to extrude the Russians from the region.” The Europeans  see the 
prospect of their intervention in the area, thei r partic ipation in the 
politics of the region, in somewhat different terms. They see it in terms 
of giving expression to their national  interests and bolstering the ir na- ,
tional prestige. I think, again, tha t the French are the most st rikin g 
case of this. The French clearly do not have to be encouraged to play 
a role in the  Middle East. This  is what they want to do. This is what  
they have been pressing for, and all the calls to four  power confer- •
ences are a reflection of this. But, of course, thei r interpretation  of what 
thei r role should be diverges markedly from ours. In  par ticu lar they 
don’t want simply to line up with the United States in these matters, 
and they prefer to try and take a position which will in some sense 
even the balance between the two superpowers—a position tha t by im
plication, therefore, will give them that much more leverage in the di- 
plomacv of the region.

Mr. H amilton. What is the ir attit ude  toward Soviet control or 
dominance of the oil reserves ? Are they concerned about tha t at all ?

Mr. Landes. Well, I think Professor Brown put it very well when 
he said tha t to a great extent their  position in this  reflects under lying 
the conviction tha t when all is said and done, when the chips are down, 
we will pu ll their  chestnuts out of the  fire. (I  think I  am mixing  meta
phors.) They take for granted , I  think, a sort of  a last-gasp recourse 
to the United States.

When you look at French diplomacy in the Middle E ast, i t is simply 
another aspect of their  larger foreign  policy—like the ir attitude to
ward NATO, or their  flirtation with a position of full defense; the 
French term was “tons azimuths,” a 360-degree defense perimeter.

Mr. H amilton. Do they see any need to decrease Soviet influence in 
the eastern Mediterranean today  ?

Mr. Landes. I think they would like to see it reduced.
Mr. H amilton. They are not willing to do much about it ? a

soviet threat assessed

Mr. L andes. They are not willing to pay very much of a price, and w
they are not a t all sure tha t the si tuation is as dangerous as it  is made 
out to be. I cited the statement of Courve de Murville, the former 
foreign minister. He s aid :

Yes, the re are  Soviet developments in the  Med iterranean, hu t the re are Amer
ican  developments in the Mediterranean. Why should one be surpris ed at  seeing 
Soviet vesse ls the re i f American vessels a re  there?

Mr. H amilton. They don’t see nearly the threat  to thei r oil supply  
tha t we see: is tha t right  ?

Mr. Landes. I’ll tell yo u; I  think they say one thing at  one time and 
another thin g at  another.

Mr. Hamilton. They are acting as if that were true.
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Mr. L andes. Yes. Sometimes they say to the  United States  th at we 
must put pressure on Israel, because if we antagonize the Arabs, our 
oil supplies will be cut off.

But when the United States expresses worry about the oil supply 
and Soviet threa ts to this supply, they say, “Who else can the Arabs 
sell it  to? ”

There’s some truth  in that.  Previous experience shows that the Arabs 
are reluc tant to cut off oil to Europe. There  has not been a successful 
embargo, even in moments of the greatest pique. Th at’s not to say, of 
course, that there isn’t a price to be paid . I mean, even a par tial  cut 
entails increased costs of one kind or another, and the Europeans have 
an interest in not paying more than they have to.

Mr. Hamilton. W hat  is the attitude  of our West Europ ean allies 
toward our efforts to promote an interim settlement? Ei the r of you 
gentlemen may answer.

I put  that in this c ontext : th at when he was before the General As
sembly, Secretary Rogers made i t very clear th at this was the a ltern a
tive to pursue peace in the Middle East , thus  rejecting  the big four 
power talks,  and the  Jar rin g approach. He indicated that we were go
ing to concentrate on the  inter im settlement efforts. Do our allies agree 
with that ?

Mr. Landes. I thin k they would prefer the other approaches— 
another Ja rr ing intervent ion, or the four power talks, because they 
are keen to have a hand in any settlement, and the prospect of the 
United States  acting as the primary negotiator of a settlement does 
not appeal to them. As a result they have not particularly done any
thin g to support the objective of an interim  arrangement and have 
tended to argue along the Egyptian line that any agreement that 
doesn’t commit all pa rties  in advance to the  ultimate settlement is not 
satisfactory.

EUROPE AN VIE W S D IF FE R

Mr. H amilton. Do you think  the Western European  countries are 
unified on the view you are expressing here?

Mr. Landes. No, I  don’t think they are, although the French have 
done their best to try  and get some unity  of opinion. This statement 
of the six tha t I refer red to earlier was a statement  by the 
members of the European Common Market. The French  pushed 
for it on the grounds tha t it was time for the market members to go 
beyond trad e agreements and show their ability  to cooperate in the 
diplomatic and political sphere, and tha t one area where they might 
be able to do tha t was the Middle East. One could have thought of 
others as well, but this  seemed to be one where they could get agree
ment on a statement. But my understanding is that a number of the 
signatories of tha t statement have made it clear informally tha t they  
did so as a kind of concession to France and do not think themselves 
bound by it.

So you are dealing here with something like two levels of public 
statement  and perhaps some priva te reservations, and I don’t know 
myself how to inte rpre t the reservations or the statement. In the 
Middle Eas t one of the things  which strikes anyone who follows the 
history of European  powers in the area is th at all of them have always
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eng aged to some deg ree  in equ ivoc ation. The Un ite d State s has done  th is  to  a gr ea t ex ten t, going  back to  the 1940’s. So a big  questio n at  any tim e is to ask, “W ha t precisely  do the y mean? ” I mea n, on wh ich  side  do they  st an d ?

Th is  de cla rat ion  of  the six w ould seem to ind ica te some un ity  of  a tt itude , a nd  yet, as I  say , th ere  is good reason to believe th at  th is is sim ply  the s urface  and n ot t he  reali ty.
Mr . H amilton. W e he ar  a lot  abo ut open ing  the  Suez Canal . Tt is usua lly  brou gh t up  in con tex t wi th  some kind  of  int erim sett lem ent .

O PE N IN G  SU EZ  CA NAL

W ha t is th e at tit ud e of the  W ester n Eu rope an  co untrie s on opening Sue z?
Air. L andes. They  all  want  the ca nal opened.Mr. H amilton . I I ow much pre ssu re are  they  w ill ing to  br ing to  bea r to  ge t i t opened ?
Mr. Landes. T ha t is an impossible ques tion  to answer , rea lly.Air. H amilton . How much of  an economic bene fit is it  to  ge t th e cana l open  ? Obv iously  it  is no t a necessity  because they  hav e go tten alo ng  wi tho ut it  bu t how much of  an economic ad va ntag e is there  to the m to open  it  ?
Air. Landes. I  t hi nk  the  c ost of  t rade  has been increased  s ince 1967 to  the grou p as a whole by  some b illions  of  do lla rs b y th is  closure. T hat  is a lot  of  money , thou gh  dif ferent  sources give  di ffe ren t est imates of the  cost. But  it  is quite  cle ar  th at there are some altern ati ves. One  al te rnat ive h as been to use m ore oil th an  otherwis e fro m Nor th  Afri ca . Oil doesn’t have to  come th ro ug h th e ca nal.  T hat  is one thi ng .Th e Eu rope an  cou ntr ies  have  also,  obvious ly, pa id  high er  fr ei gh t rat es.  But  the  bu rden  of th is  increase fa lls  uneven ly. Th e closure of the  canal is m ore im po rta nt  f or  th ose  E urop ea n countrie s on the  Aled- ite rran ea n because the pr op or tio na te  increase  in the len gth  of th ei r trade,  rou tes  as a result  of closure is gr ea te r th an  fo r cou ntr ies  on the Atla nt ic , such  as Great  Bri ta in . So the re are  diffe rences of  int ere st here .
Th en  there are  the bypasses, the pipelin es,  al thou gh  these are  no t alw ays  secure .
Th e Germa ns, fo r example, are int ere ste d at  th is  tim e in the  con str uc tio n of the  pip eline  fro m the Red Sea  to ne ar  Al ex an dr ia  in Egy pt . I t  costs mon ey to bu ild  a pip elin e, an d oil use rs wil l pay . B ut th e Germans  can console themse lves  wi th the money earne d bu ild ing it. Th ere’s a lot  o f stee l tu bing  goin g to go into th at pip elin e.On  b alance, the closure of  t he  canal can’t be des crib ed in any sense as a  m at te r of  life  or death  for  these count ries , which ma y be one reason  why they  are prep ared  to  go alo ng  wi th  the  presen t sit ua tio n an d ju st  brin g,  if  yo u w ill,  d ipl om ati c p res sur e, so f ar as it  can  be  ex erted.Air. R osenthal . Air. Gross ?
Air. G ross. Than k you. Air. Ch airma n.
Th e commit tee ha s a biog raph ica l ske tch  of  Air. Br ow n bu t I  see no th ing wi th reference  to  yo ur  backgro und, Air. Lan des . Would you  briefly  s tat e y ou r backgrou nd ?
Mr. L andes. Alay I  apologize fir st fo r no t ha ving  inc lud ed such  a ske tch  ? I  was sup posed to and I  fo rgot  to  br in g it  wi th  me.
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I am pro fes sor of his tory  at  H ar var d U nive rsi ty.  My  s peci al in te r
est  is the  economic hi sto ry  of W ester n E urope.

Air. G ross. How lon g have yo u been a t H ar var d ?
Mr. L andes. Since  1964.

B R IT A IN  AN D IS RAEL

Air. Gross. I  note  w ith  inte rest.  Air. Landes,  you r sta tem en t on page 
4 in  w hich you say  t hat  G reat B ri ta in  in s pit e o f i ts o ld ties  to  the are a

• has nev er provide d ass istance  to Is ra el ; th at its  main effo rts were 
dir ec ted  to maintaining  the sta te of Jo rd an , an d th a t B ri ta in  has 
“relinquished its  role  in th is res pect to the Uni ted States .”

I  like th at  sta tem en t th at  it  has rel inq uis hed its  role  to the Uni ted
* Sta tes . A gr ea t ma ny  th ings  have been  rel inq uis hed to  us, haven’t 

the y?  I  suppose with  th is we nt the rel inqu ish me nt  of  su pp or t fo r 
Jo rd an , pa rt icul ar ly  m ili ta ry  equip me nt an d so on an d so fo rth .

Air. Landes. N o, I  don’t wan t to  imp ly th at the Bri tish  have  ceased 
send ing  aid  to  Jo rd an . I  am ju st  sayin g th a t in  ter ms  of  its  sha re in  
th is  su pp or t, it  ha s reli nq uis hed th e pr incipa l ro le to  the U ni ted Sta tes .

Mr . Gross. D o e ith er  o f you  g ent lem en suggest  that we o ug ht  to  be
come mo re heav ily  inv olv ed in  spendin g money  in  th e Aliddle Eas t, 
du mping  more of  ou r resources in ter ms  of  money in to  the Aliddle  
Eas t ? O r do you  th in k we have  pu t en oug h in  ?

Air. B rown. I  would  sug ges t th at  there  cou ld be c er tai n co ntin gen cies 
in  which  o ur  “du mping ” consid era bly  more  money  in  th e Middle Eas t 
might  be a very wise pol icy indeed . One  might  be if  eve r th e Ara b 
State s and Is ra el  go t close to  a set tleme nt an d one of  the rem aining  
obstacles was th at  of  a complex  pa tter n of  symbolic re pa tr ia tio n of  
Pa lest in ian ref ugees  and  compensatio n of th e ba lanc e. I  wo uld  su ggest  
th at  it  wou ld be, no t ju st  good ph ila nt hr op y an d a pr op er  set tleme nt 
of  a difficul t and  awk wa rd sit ua tio n,  bu t also ha rdhe ad ed  good bus iness 
sense f or th is  c ou ntr y to  p ar tici pa te  very  heavil y financia lly  i n such, a 
set tlem ent .

T hat is very, ve ry fa r dow n th e roa d. Th e bu rden  of  my  ea rl ie r 
sta tem en t w as t hat  we  may h av e inad ve rte nt ly  gott en  ou t a hea d o f o ur  
own i nte res ts,  and  it m ight  be wise to  get into  a som ewhat  more  rese rve d 
postu re,  w ai t f or  othe rs to t ak e the  in iti at ive,  and  tr y  to  cooperate  with  
oth ers  di rectl y concerned. Even so. there are  cer tai n i neluct ible com mit
me nts  we hav e to  t ha t par t of  t he  world , wh ich , if  t he y go t he  w rong  
way , could cause us tro uble.

POSSIBLE AID INCREASES

I t  follows  t hat  we m ight  f ind  i t very def ini tely  to ou r in ter es t to, at  
ce rta in  ju nc tures , put a  lot  of  mo ney  into the  Aliddle E as t.

Air. Gross. P u t a lo t of  money in  the  Alidd le E as t ?
Mr. Brown. Un de r c er ta in  ci rcu mstances , yes.
Air. G ross. I  won’t as k you to  give me some exam ples .
Air. Brown. I  was  suggest ing  one, th at  if  t he re  s hould  be sufficient 

prog res s in se ttle me nt betw een Is ra el  an d the Ara b State s and we 
cou ld make a fina ncia l contrib ut ion to ward the Pa lest in ian refuge es, 
it  wou ld be a go od use  of our money .

That  is ve ry specul ative  now.
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Mr. Gross. Do you agree with tha t, Dr. Landes?
Mr. Landes. Yes. I f I may add a few words, I  do, and I think it  would be a mistake to stigmatize the prospects of assistance to the area on the basis of the present situation in such a way as to preclude the possibility of commitment of funds later. I th ink tha t kind of decision would be a function of the situation at tha t time and tha t given prospects for cooperation among the countries in the area—prospects that  we can’t envisage now, perhaps, but that  might come into fruit ion in other  circumstances—that we would be well-advised to support such a thin g with our resources because it would be the cheapest way to solve this  other problem of the Russian penetration into the area and the arms race that  has accompanied it.
I think tha t under normal circumstances the area is bound to be drawn to the West by considerations of economics, of interest, and everything else so long as this fundamental conflict between the Arabs and Israel  can be solved and i f the contingency envisioned by P rofessor Brown were realized. I think we would be well-advised to put a great deal of money in to the region if the money would help.Mr. Gross. What  is our legal commitment to do it?
Mr. Landes. We have no legal commitment to do anyth ing for anybody.
Mr. Gross. What is the  legal or s tatutory commitment to do what you gentlemen suggest ?
Mr. Landes. Nothing that  I know of.
Mr. Gross. I didn’t think so.
1  on speak of commitments, but what are the commitments, specifically ? You are both aware, are  you not, of the financial condition of this country and the efforts tha t must be made to curta il spending if we are to avoid financial collapse?

U.S.  MILITAR Y ROLE

Let me ask you this, would you suggest that the Uni ted States, as it  has been suggested, participa te with milita ry forces should the Suez Canal be reopened? Should we participate with milit ary forces to keep it open ? Do you suggest we do this ?
Mr. Brown. I  would have to admit first, Mr. Gross, that the way I would approach tha t question would not be primarily a concern for the financial or economic implications, or financial implications.I think for a lot of other reasons it might well be best not to th ink in terms of joint United  S tates and Soviet troops in the area to guard some projected armistice lines. Such a proposal received an absolutely negative reaction from the  area, first. Also, it would put us into a pattern  of greater political commitments in the area, whereas I would urge tha t a. somewhat more withdrawn pos ture of commitment to the area would be more effective.
But I will return to the  point. I am not  an expert  on economic af fairs and what I know about the financial difficulties of this country is what any layman knows, but  there is always the problem of balancing the long term and short term. I think one would agree tha t we should not overlook some of the potential difficulties in other parts  of the world, including the Middle East . We cannot play any role without  some kind of commitment of our resources. I would prefer an approach
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tha t looks first at the milit ary, political, and strategic problems 
involved.

But  it seems to me a littl e bit lopsided, if I may say so, to try  to 
approach the issue in terms of, whatever the other contingencies in
volved we must not spend any more money in the Middle East. I have 
heard this argument concerning other par ts of the world and when 
it is followed we end up spending  too much money when some explo
sion occurs that might have been avoided.

* Mr. Gross. There is no assurance whatever tha t if this country un
dertook to underwrite all of the costs of the Middle East by w’ay of 
so-called peacekeeping t ha t we would still not have an explosion: is 
tha t not true ?

* Mr. Brown. Well, this is a pretty  tricky  world we live in.

FIN DIN G PROPER U.S.  ROLE

Mr. Gross. We have had explosions all over the world, haven't  we, 
or cer tainly in parts  of the world ?

Mr. B rown. Yes, we have, and we certainly will have more. I  think  
there is no doubt about that , b ut I am sure  you are not arguing tha t 
there is no effective role t ha t th is country can play because I am sure 
we all agree th at there is one and the question is to  concern ourselves 
with what is the best way to play th at role.

Mr. Gross. Wh at I am advocating is tha t we withdraw from a lot 
of these so-called commitments until  we can put our own house in 
order. You can take  exception to tha t i f you want  but I  think  that  is 
what we are going to have to do sooner or later.

The opening of the Suez Canal would benefit Russia probably more 
than  any other of the so-called superpowers, would it not ?

Mr. Brown. Th at is certa inly a very convincing argument  tha t 
many have made. Perha ps you could give a be tter answer on that.

Mr. Landes. I  th ink tha t is clear, th at the power most interested in 
gett ing the canal open is the Soviet Union.

Mr. Gross. Yes.
Mr. L andes. Bu t, Mr. Gross, if  I  may simply use some of the reason-

* ing tha t I used earl ier in the paper, the United States has a national 
income of about $1 trill ion. Even if, under hypothetical circumstances, 
we, were to spend as much as $100 million in tha t area in a given year , 
that, is one-hundredth of 1 percent of our national income.

* I  would agree with you that we are perhaps  overextended and our 
pponomy is not in very good shape, but  I would say tha t the Middle 
Eas t is a very small part of the problem and there are other places 
where we could do a great deal more to solve the difficulties that  we 
are encountering because of the outflow of funds.

Mr. Gross. The tax on this one package of cigarettes is not a great 
deal but taken in total it amounts to a good many millions of dollars 
in this  country each year, doesn’t it ?

Mr. L andes. Yes.
Mr. Gross. So I  don 't have very much regard for the argument that  

just because it is a small unit by comparison tha t it can't  add up to 
quite a bill. Your argument doesn’t impress me very much.
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This country had at the first of this year a public and private debt 
of $1,800 million in round figures and it will cross the $2 tril lion mark 
by the end of this year. With  a Federal debt now standing at about 
$430 billion and no prospects of any of it being paid otf in  the for- 
seeable future it is ridiculous to think tha t Americans can support 
everybody in the world.

I won't prolong this but T am not at all impressed with the argu
ment tha t because the United States has a gross national product of 
thus and so, th at it can afford to take care of the rest of the world. «
Tha t doesn’t impress me in the least.

Mr. Rosenthal. Mr. Hamilton ?

PRES EN T AM ERICA N POLICY *

Mr. Hamilton. If  we may shift  away from the financial problems 
for a moment, I would like to give each of you an opportunity  to com
ment on present American policy in the Middle F ast  and where you 
agree and where you disagree.

Mr. B rown. Well, if  I  may s tart , T will mention just a few points.
Some aspects of what I said in my prepared statement may have 

given the impression of considerable criticism of the existing efforts 
over tlie past several years of Secretary Rogers and Assistant  Secre
tary Sisco. I  would like to clarify tha t possible interpretation .

I think,  without necessarily subscribing to every twist and turn of 
this very difficult and tortuous effort, that the work of these gentlemen 
and the people behind them, and the whole thrust of the administra
tion s effort over the months to try  to exercise extreme patience and 
caution and never let the door be completely shut, is very commend
able indeed. I think  just tha t kind of patience and perserverance is going to be required.

Mr. Hamilton. Where do you disagree ?
Mr. Brown. I don’t see anv major disagreements at the moment. I 

am suggesting tha t over the next several years the United States 
should tr y to some extent to phase out this role of almost unsolicited, 
and perhaps  to some extent unnecessary, stewardship. I don't think  
tha t is too harsh a word. 0But, in a sense, as so often happens in a diplomatic maneuver, one 
is often locked into the immediate past and the pattern of the present 
tactics. I  t hink  it wouldn’t necessarily be all tha t profitable to try  to 
dismantle the efforts tha t have been going on over so many months and •
to, say, go back in terms of genera ting greater response and interest  
in, say, a four-power meeting on the Middle East,

I  think we are now locked fo r the next several months or perhaps 
even years into the existing effort, and there is quite a bit to commend it.

WO RKING  TH RO UG H NAT O

To the extent that there is a possible disagreement, I would hope 
we could try  rath er more aggressive talks with our NATO Allies, with 
the Western European  countries, pointing out tha t our ultimate  aim 
is to work with  them in  achieving a certain cooling of the crises there 
tha t could provoke a great power struggle, as we all realize, and in
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certain fai rly  tangib le ways make it clear than  when this position 
is reached we would like to step back a bit, we would l ike to see a 
somewhat grea ter engagement of the European countries, such as 
Ita ly,  France and the United Kingdom, and not excluding others, 
who can justifiably say they are powers in the area, powers di rectly 
relying in a way this country is not, on Middle East oil resources and 
the like.

I don’t thin k we can have it both ways. We have to make the best 
of an extremely persistent diligent, and largely well-advised position 
of tr ying to push through  a settlement now.

Air. Hamilton. Dr. Landes ?
Mr. Landes. Well, like Dr. Brown, I am impressed by the persis t

ence of the State  Department in sticking to the talk  of finding some 
settlement, but I am less impressed bv the tactics employed, which I 
thin k have often been counterproductive.

I would raise the question why we want an intermediate  settlement 
as a first step toward  peace. I think the answer lies f irst in the fact 
tha t we think we have found an issue here th at both sides might find 
it possible to agree o n; namely, the opening of the canal and, secondly, 
because we want to  keep th ings going, and since an overall settlement 
seems to be so difficult of accomplishment, we feel we ought to try 
this  first and go on from there.

Now, why should opening the canal be of interes t in some wavs to 
both parties? To Egy pt, obviously, because it  will make available 
revenue which Egypt sorely needs.

To the I sraelis, prim arily  as a means of disengaging the two armies. 
If  the canal is open and running and the armies are separated by a 
busy waterway, the likelihood of the kind of war of attr itio n tha t 
went on a l ittle over a year ago is very small.

REDUCING TEN SION

And presumably we feel, as the I srael is do, tha t anyth ing t ha t will 
reduce the possibility of armed conflict is a  good way to keep things 
going until we can achieve a lasting peace, as the formula puts  it.

Air. Hamilton. Dr. Landes, if I may interrupt  you, what I am 
after is your evaluation of current policy, not necessarily the pros and 
cons of opening the Suez Canal from the standpoin t of the Egypt ians  
or the Israelis.

Do you favor the efforts for an interim settlement ?
Air. Landes. I do favor them, but the point I was tryin g to  make is 

tha t in the ligh t of our purpose, everyth ing we have done has in a 
sense militated against tha t settlement by  conveying to the Egyp tians  
the notion that the canal can be opened without disengagement, and 
tha t, I  think, is the crux of the matter. I t is counterproductive to some
how convey to one side th at  the  canal can be opened wi thout any quid 
pro quo. There is no such thing as an arrangement  that doesn’t have a 
quid pro quo disengagement is precisely what we are aiming at, and 
it is precisely this we have given the Egyptians reason to think we are 
prepared to do without. In  that  sense we have been working at cross
purposes with ourselves.

There are other aspects where I would suggest tha t we have been 
less than  successful. I  thin k in connection with the whole business of
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arm s supp ly th at  there  has been so mu ch di sp ar ity  betw een what we 
hav e done  an d the way we hav e done  it  th at  to  some ex ten t we have  
los t th e im pact of  such a rms s upplies as we have pro vided.  I  mean , one 
of  the purpo ses , pre sum ably, of maintaining  an equil ibr ium  of  force 
in the Middle Eas t i s to  convey to the Sovie t U nion  th e sense th at  t his  
escala tion of  arm s shipm ent s to the are a is pointless , th at  in a sense 
you  ju st  keep  going  back  and fo rth  ra is ing the  an te an d it  is in the  
in ter es t of bo th part ies  to sto p it.

U .S . H ESIT A TIO N  ON  AR MS

But  the way  we have hand led  it , with  lon g hesit ati on s and long 
in tervals between th e tim e we f irst  th in k a bout a sh ipm ent a nd  the  time 
we del ive r, we have, I  thi nk , conveyed to  the R uss ians th e f ee lin g a man  
migh t get,  say , in a poke r gam e, w here som eone s tay s in on t he  deal but  
he sitate s so lon g before  he pu ts h is money  in t he  pot th at  the othe r p lay
ers get  the sense th at  he will  be pushed  ou t the  next  tim e there is a 
raise .

I  t hi nk  th at  psycho logically we have h an dle d th is  very bad ly. I f  I  
may again  use the  poker ana logy, i f  we a re  go ing  to  s tay  in the p ot,  we 
sho uld  sta y in  convinc ingly.

Mr. H amilton. Go ahe ad,  Hr . Brow n.
Mr. Brown. I  th in k th is  is a po in t on whi ch there is some sligh t 

disagree me nt between the two  of us, and it  might  be usefu l fo r us to 
clar ify  th e issues invo lved  fo r th is  subcommitt ee. I  am ce rta in ly  not 
un impre ssed wi th the  poker ana logu es. Th ere  is much of  th a t in  di 
plom acy , I  th ink we wo uld  all  agree  on that .

At th e same  time, if  one is loo kin g at  the ra th er  frag ile  political  
lea de rsh ip  th at  exists in so ma ny  countrie s of th e easte rn Medite r
ran ean, th e Arab cou ntr ies  especially , there is an othe r way of an a
lyz ing  how we get from the ra th er  del ica te sit ua tio n we are in  now 
to som eth ing  tha t all sid es can  live  wit h.

One way  of  looking at  the  sit ua tio n is no t so muc h in ter ms of  t he 
sig na ls th at  we give  to  the othe r side  or  the possible misu nd ersta nd 
ing s of  ou r lon g ter m int en tio ns  bu t pe rhap s of  wo rk ing to bu ild  up  
ce rta in  object ive  fac tor s whi ch wi ll mak e the po lit ica l lea ders in  the  
are a less int ere ste d in mo vin g in to  a ho t wa r or  i n ti lt in g  the  b alance 
in any way.

Now, I  th in k a very str on g argu men t can  be made th at once the  
Suez Canal is open,  th is  sit ua tio n wou ld serve as a sli gh t deferent  
to  any  Egy pt ia n lea dersh ip fro m en terin g into opera tio ns  t hat  might 
cause  the  cana l t o be closed again .

I  don’t th in k we cou ld exp ect  Is ra el  to pu t all  he r chips  on th at  
appro ach bu t I  th in k it  is an im po rtan t appro ach th at sho uld  be 
kept  in mind.

Mr.  Rosenthal. One im po rta nt  factor  is the cease fire. Tha t is 
wh at the  Is rae lis  get  in r eturn.

soviet gain from canal

Mr.  H amilton. One  o f you ind ica ted  in resp onse to  a q ues tion  f rom  
Mr.  Gross th at  i t is in  t he  inte res ts of  th e Sov iet  U nio n to open up the  
canal. Would you also th in k it  is in the na tio na l in terest of the
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United States  to open up the canal provided it is p art  of an interim  
settlement ?

Air. Brown. Yes. I am trying to answer it in a way tha t doesn't 
mislead by distortion.

As in any complicated diplomatic negotiations, we can’t very well 
have it both ways and we have to see any single step in terms of a 
process t ha t we hope we can control and we hope we can keep going 
in the appro pria te channels.

To answer negatively,  I think the argument tha t this might have
* some economic, and even under  certain circumstances strateg ic, impor

tance to the Soviet Union somewhat more than our economic or s tra 
tegic importance is an argument tha t should be, if  not dismissed, at 
least given a very, very low pr iority. I think there is a good argument

* to say when you can open up patterns  of in terest, national trade and 
commerce and the like, it  is be tter to do i t than to try  to call on the  
short term advantages.

Certainly our major  aim in this tactic of opening up the canal now 
is that this  step can iead to other steps. Considering all the alternatives , 
this is a good option to seize now and I am for it.

Mr. Landes. It  is a very clear thing for the Soviet Union. They 
have the re everything to gain and nothing to  lose, and they will have 
their  naval vessels running down the Red Sea and up the Persian 
Gulf not long after the canal is opened.

For  us, there is a balance of advantages and disadvantages. The dis
advantages are in  par t defined in terms of the advantges to the Soviet 
Union but I think  on balance I would also say it would be better to 
have the canal open than closed.

T U N IS IA

Air. Hamilton. AVe are not giving the Soviets any strategic capa
bility they don't already have by opening up the canal. A fte r all, they 
can get thei r ships into the Persian Gulf and into the Ind ian Ocean 
now if they want to. It  is a  convenience fo r them to go th rough  the 
Suez Canal but the s trateg ic capabi lity they have already.

I wanted to clar ify tha t poin t because of your response to Air. Gross’ 
< question.

May I ask two other quick questions?
Bourguiba in Tunisia is ill. How unstable will the political s ituation 

be there if  he passes on.
* Air. Brown. The  nature of his illness and the extended period when 

matters  are almost out of political control because of his illness is cer
tainly  unfor tunate . One would have hoped he would have re tired be
cause he is a very sick man. Nevertheless, the Socialist Distour Party  
shows a greater organizational capacity  than  any political organiza
tion in tha t pa rt of the  world, or certainly in the  Arab world, and there 
is an identifiable body of competent individuals, one of whom will 
emerge as Bourguiba’s successor. I don't see any prospect of a mi litary  
coup or a breakdown of stabil ity within  the country. I  th ink there are 
going to be some rather  difficult times, especially to Tunisians, who are 
accustomed to a despotic, paternalis tic rule. There will be some break
downs that will bothe r them, but I feel optimistic about the long-term 

. stability of th at country.



UNITED STATES RELATIONS WITH  ALGERIA

Mr. Hamilton. Should the United States  reestablish diplomatic relations with Algeria?
Mr. Brown. This is not something tha t one should spend a great amount of  political capital on trying to get done righ t away. Indeed, I have been interested by the situa tion where, in so many of the Arab States, we have developed a quite workable pat tern of relations with out relations. This seems to be the case in Algeria and in Egypt. That  being so, there is nothing to be gained by our insisting on reestablishing formal relations. A\ e should simply show a willingness to move in tha t direction at any time they wish.
Mr. Hamilton. That is all the questions I  have, Mr. Chairman.Mr. Rc isenthal. 1 hank you both very much. AVe are very pleased tha t you could join us.
(The full  text of Mr. Brown’s statement follows:)

T he  Colon ial Legacy and th e Conte mporary Middle E ast

In  1963 th e pr ec ep tive  B ri ti sh  au th ori ty  on  th e mod ern Middle  E as t,  E liza be th  Mo nro e, pu bl ishe d a book tr ea ti n g  B ri ta in ’s ro le  in th a t are a from  th e  tim e of  W or ld  W ar  I to  th e Su ez  cr is is  in  1956. I t  w as  en ti tl ed  B ri ta in ’s M om en t in th e  M id dl e E ast .1

To  thos e wh o had  begun to co nc ern them se lv es  w ith  Middle  E ast ern  af fa ir s be fo re  th e Suez cr is is  of  1956 th e ti tl e  m ig ht  see m a cl as sic ex am ple of  B ri ti sh  un der st at em en t.  Th e pre -1956 gen er at io n of sc hola rs  an d ob se rv er s st udyin g th e Middle E ast  were nurt ure d  on id ea s of  an  a re a  tigh tly co nt ro lled  from  im pe rial  ce nt er s in Eur op e (B ri ta in  an d Fra nce  un ti l th e la tt e r ’s def ea t in  th e Secon d W or ld  W ar  an d th ere aft er B ri ta in  al one) . Th e ri se  of  th e A ra b Le ague , schemes fo r un ity  of  Syr ia  an d Ir aq , th e  onc e seem ingly all -i m port an t H as he m ite- Sau di  ri va lr y—the se  an d si m ilar  is su es  were al l in te rp re te d  as  p a rt s  of  a  play  in it ia te d  or  a t le as t co nt ro lle d by th e m ast er pu pp et ee rs  from  ou ts id e th e ar ea .Now sec ond th oug ht s ar e in  or de r.  P erh ap s th e e n ti re  p er io d of  f or m al  W es te rn  co nt ro l of  th e Mi ddle E ast  w as  no  mo re  th an  a mom ent, an  in te rlud e.  I t  was  a pe riod  too  sh ort  in  tim e, too  di sj unc tive  an d divi sive  in  it s im pa ct , to ha ve  le ft  an y cl ea rly di sc er ni bl e leg acy.
In  a sense th e br ie f pe riod  of  'W ester n he gemo ny  in  th e Middle E a s t may  be lik en ed  to a vigo ro us  kick  a t an  an th il l.  I t  bro ug ht  down  an earl ie r el ab or at el y-  co ns truc te d edilie e, an d th er e has en sued  a fr en et ic  s ti rr in g  an d ag it a ti on  in al l d ir ec ti ons; bu t th e W es te rn  pe riod  le ft  be hind  no m ast er p la n ac co rd in g to wh ich  a ne w sy nt he si s of  st a te  an d society  cou ld be bu ilt .
The  re as on  fo r th is  lie s ob scur ed  be hind  th e la ng ua ge  co nv en tio na lly  ad op te d to lah el th e pe rio d.  One  sp ea ks  of  th e tim e of  'W ester n hegemo ny. W es te rn  ru le , or  W es te rn  co loni al ism . All th es e te rm s im ply a co ns is tenc y an d a unif orm ity  th a t was  u tt e rl y  lac king . Th e “W es te rn  p er io d”  w as  a ct ually  o ne  o f g re a t di su nity  an d di ve rs ity.  In st ea d of  at  le ast  th e  i de al  of  a  sing le  cu lt u ra l an d poli tica l uni ty  as  re pr es en te d by th e O tto m an  Empi re , th ere  wer e man y sm al le r un it s co nn ec ted di sjoi nt ed ly  to  di ff er en t ou ts id e foca l po in ts  of  powe r.
Th e Middle  E ast (a nd N or th  A fr ic a)  is  an  a re a  th a t in th e p ast  had  kn ow n th e un ity th a t comes fro m a sing le  em pe ro r, ca lip h,  or  su lt an , a sin gle fr ee  tr ad e  zon e, an d th e com mon de no m in at or  of  one la ng ua ge  as  th e ve hicle of  a d m in is tr a tio n,  go ve rnmen t, an d th e ex pr es sion  of po li ti ca l id ea s— Otto m an , T urk is h, Arabic, Greek, or  Lat in .
In st ead  of  th is , du ri ng th e “W es te rn  p er io d”  th ere  w ere port io ns under  B ri ti sh , ot her s un de r Fre nc h,  an d,  as  To yn be e ob se rv ed  a ha lf  ce ntu ry  ago, th e  “c ru m bs  from  th e ta b le ” fo r It a ly  an d Sp ain.  Add ing to  th e co mplex ity  wer e in te rs per se d are as (a s Tur ke y,  Sa ud i Ara bi a,  an d Ye men ) th a t esca pe d fo rm al  outs id e co nt ro l.F urt her,  no  un iform ity go ve rn ed  even th e  spec ifica lly  B ri ti sh  or Fre nch  co ntr ol le d are as (f o r only thes e tw o ap pr oa ch ed  th e  c re at io n of  a  Middle E a s t/ N o rth

1 Cha tto and Windus, London, 1963.



African •'empire”). There was legal incorporation into the home country as in 
French Algeria. There was the anomalous "occupation” as the British in Egypt 
from 1882 to 1914 (when a Protectora te was declared). There were protectorates, 
mandates, trucia l states, and even a condominium.

DIRECT EURO PEAN  CONTROL

The period of direct European control over the several parts  of the Middle East 
and North Africa was equally patternless. It  ranged in time from 12G years 
(France in Algeria, only slightly less for the British hi Aden) to less than a 
generation, e.g., formal Briti sh rule in Iraq from co. 1918 to 1932.

As a result, during this Western period no modern Saint  Paul could have moved 
from Libya to Tunisia or from Syria to Iraq  and then, when he ran afoul of 
the authorit ies, appeal to a common set of ground rules with the plea of Givis 
liomanum sum.

In another sense, the Middle East  (but not North Africa which was different 
at  least in this regard) received the worst possible imperial experience, a  kind 
of wishy-washy colonialism on-the-cheap. Bernard Lewis, the British histor ian 
has brutally diagnosed this weakness *; "There is a case to be made for as well as 
against the imperial peace—Persian, Roman, Arab, Turkish, French, or British— 
as a stage in the development and spread of civilizations; there is little  tha t 
can be said in defence of the so-called imperialism encountered by the Middle 
East  in the first hal f of the twentieth century—an imperialism of interference 
without responsibility, which would neither create nor permit stable and orderly 
government.” And he goes on to point up the different experience separating the 
Middle East  from much of the formerly colonized wor ld: "Perhaps one of the 
most significant distinctions in the ex-imperial countries of Asia and Africa is 
between those tha t were directly administered through a colonial or imperal civil 
service, and those tha t were under some form of indirect rule or influence. The 
people of the latt er group of countries got the worst of both worlds, receiving 
neither the training in administ ration of the colonial territories, nor the practice 
in responsibility of the old independent states .”

By contrast, in French North Africa the colonial experience was both more 
intensive and more un iform; and quite likely the somewhat more effective polit
ical struc tures  in these countries (measured, to the extent possible, in strictly  
instrumental and non-normative terms)  owe something to this appreciably differ
ent legacy. Tunisia, for example, can boast the most coherent political party in 
the Arab world—the Socialist Destour—as gauged both in terms of fostered na
tional integration and mobilizing resources for development. The most thoroughly 
and bruta lly colonized of all, Algeria, now seems to be emerging from its tra u
matic war of independence characterized by a hard-b itten pragmatism tha t sug
gests comparison with Tito’s Yugoslavia. Even Morocco, tha t cannot point to 
the same national cohesion or developmental dynamism, has thus far  been able 
to mainta in one important legacy from the French period. Pre-colonial Morocco 
had tradit ional ly been divided into that area where the Sultan ’s writ held sway 
(blad al-Makhzan) and those more forbidding mountainous and desert areas  
where tribes  resisted centralized control (blad al-siba). French rule brought all 
Morocco into the blad al-makhzan. and in spite of many other political vicissitudes 
this administ rative  triumph remains intact.

Although Libya a t one time also seemed fated to undergo the intensive colonial 
challenge always brought by great waves of set tlers, the ironies of recent history 
created, instead, a much more disjunctive legacy. Mussolini’s ambitious plans for 
‘‘demographic colonization” during the 1930s were largely destroyed in the several 
North African campaigns of the Second World War. When, following the battle of 
El-Alamain (October 1942), the British took Cyrenaic for the third  time, all 
Ital ian nationals were withdrawn and much of Libya’s eastern province reverted 
to pastoralism. Only 40,000 Ital ian  nationals remained in Tripolitania, of which 
18,000 were in the city of Tripoli. Then, since the Great Powders were deadlocked 
and could not arrive at any acceptable trans itional plan, Libya emerged as an in
dependent kingdom in December 1951 under the rule of the  Sannis leader, Idris. 
Denied most of the f rui ts of economic modernization th at Ital ian settled coloniza
tion might have been able to establi sh and equally denied any practica l experience

2 The  M id dl e E ast  an d th e  W es t,  In d ia n a  U ni ver si ty  P re ss , 196 4, pp . 59 -6 0.
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in the  daily adm inis trat ion of a modern stat e, the  newly independent sta te got 
off to a very shaky sta rt.  This  helps to expla in the generally poor performance 
record th at  followed and serves to cla rify  how the monarchy could so easily 
crumble  following Colonel Q adda fi’s coup in September 1969.

LEGACY OF COLONIAL PERIOD

The above mixed verdict on the  “We stern  period” in the Middle E as t and North 
Africa is not  inten ded to denigrate the many commendable efforts  of individual 
adm inistrato rs, soldiers, teac hers  and techn icians. Nor is there any intere st here 
in pra isin g o r deploring colonialism in genera l, or any of it s sub-species. At a  time 
when the  “W estern period” seems to be drawin g to an end (with the  Briti sh with
drawal from the  Pers ian Gulf) no useful  purpose  is served in raking among the *
ashes of old confronta tions  now resolved or a t least transcended.

It  is, however, of continuing relevance to draw atte ntion to the  weak legacy 
from the “Weste rn period,” a legacy th at  is in many cases quite inconsequential 
in term s of present-day polit ical orientatio ns and options. And, accordingly, the  
scholar or policy-maker concerned with contemporary rea lity in the  Middle East *
and North Africa will usua lly be advised to give litt le atte ntion to assaying  the  
possible continued vita lity  (or  v irulence, for  tha t ma tte r) of the old colonial leg- 
gacy. He should, r ather,  be more on the look-out fo r more tangible and imm ediate ly 
present factors.

To put the issue almost too schematically  cer tain  historical periods are  to be 
classified as “formative”, laying foun dations  for new systems and world—views 
likely to survive for  generations . Other historical periods are  more dispersive.
The  forces a t work are expended more  nearly  in  tea ring down old instit utions  and 
ideologies which must, of course, be replaced by something ne w; but  in such ages 
while the re are  many innovations , whethe r imposed or eager ly sought, no new 
pa tte rn emerges. The “Wes tern period” in the  Middle Ea st (bu t perhaps not in 
formerly  French  North Africa) belongs in t ha t la tte r category.

This is not to deny that  th e Western colonial period p layed  a  ro le in developing 
modern economic inf ras tru ctu res  (but, again, with  appreciable differences  in 
emphasis and impact d istinguish ing the  several countries involved) , but in almos t 
no case has  the colonial legacy governed the  type  of economic policy now employed 
significantly shaped exist ing economic institu tions, or dic tated current trade  
pat terns.  Th at  Egypt and Syria espouse an Arab Socia list orie nta tion  or that  
Lebanon embraces laissez-faire economic policy have lit tle  to do with the colonial 
legacy. That Western Euro pe and Japa n are  the ma jor  consumers of Middle 
Easte rn oil is infinitely  more important tha n circumstances sur rounding the 
origins of the  oil ente rprise in the  Middle Eas t. The existence of some 300,000 
Turks working in Germany and othe r p ar ts of Europe  an d perhaps 750,000 North 
Africans working in France  looms lar ge r today than  e arl ier  efforts, in most cases 
now completely eroded, to establish  essent ially bil ate ral  tra de  pa tte rns between 
“colony” and  “home coun try.”

The legacy of French or Engli sh as a second language can be very imp orta nt 
(e.g. d icta ting a p reference for fo reign technical advisers and businessmen fluent 
in t ha t language, m aintaining—if only through inertia —a tendency to seek hig her ♦
education  abroad in these languages, etc.) ; but it can well be a rgued th at  Engl ish 
mainta ins  its  standing  more because of its  present pres tige and  uti lity as an in
ternat ion al language than because of the  colonial legacy. And French hangs on to 
its  privileged position in North Africa, in part, because  of a major French gov- #ernm enta l e ffort to  provide some 15,000 French teachers (with the French  govern
ment paying p ar t of the cost) to Algeria, Tunisia and Morocco.

CO NT INU ING  TIE S

The end of a  period of W estern hegemony in the  Middle East and Nor th Africa 
does not, however, spell the end of a period of Europe’s close involvement  with  
th at  region. On the contrary, Western and Southern  E urope is ineluctably linked 
to the Middle East and Nor th Africa . The economic com plementarity of W estern 
Europe and  the  Middle Ea st/ Nor th  Africa (oil, workers  and agricultura l su r
plus in exchange for manufacture rs in addition  to equipment and techn ical serv
ices req uired for the  area’s own indust ria lization) fits too nea tly to be completely 
disrupted by differen t poli tica l cons ideration  arising eith er from within  the  area 
or w ithout  (e.g. the Soviet Union or C hin a).
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Also, the Arab sta tes , Turkey  and  Israel sha re the  Med iterrane an with  much 
of Europe.  Given present tens ions  such as th at  pit ting Arabs  aga inst Isr ae l and 
Greece aga inst T urkey (over  Cyprus) the idea th at  the lit tor al sta tes  might ral ly 
to the  cry of the  Medite rran ean  for the Medite rran eans may seem farfetched. 
Nevertheless, its potent ial emotional pull as well as its economic, political and 
stra teg ic practical ity  should not  be overlooked.

This line of approac h suggests th at  the  conven tional Man-from-Mars coming 
to consider prese nt-day politics and diplomacy in the  Med iterrane an might  well 
be surprised to hear th at  i t is usually  viewed in term s of regional dispu tes spil l
ing over int ern ationally into a potenti ally  very dangerous Grea t Power  confron
tat ion  between the  United  Sta tes  and the Soviet Union—nei the r of which borders

* the Mediterranean. Is  the re some possible confusion of roles here?  Have the 
principa ls involved deluded themselves  concerning the  rea l issues eith er by em
bracing old slogans and  myths or by misread ing exis ting  stra teg ic rea litie s?

For example, the  potent ial strate gic  th re at  of Soviet moves in the Mediter
ranean  is simply (an d not too inaccu rately) described as that  of outflanking

* Western Europe, but  in th at  case why is not the region directly  threatened  more 
directly involved in work ing out  an effective response. There is considerable 
evidence that  the French  government is concerned, but  never thele ss even France  
seems w illing to let the  United  Sta tes  take  the lead ing role.

And why not? For  as long as the United Sta tes  pre-empts the position of lead 
ersh ip aga ins t Soviet incursions in the  Medite rran ean the  Wes tern European 
power directly involved can enjoy whatev er protectio n the  United States policy 
provides if and for  as long as it  is  successfu l while mainta inin g rela tive  f reedom 
of maneuver to cons ider other options when the  o ppo rtun ity or the  need arises. 
In the eas tern  Med iter ranean, the United Sta tes  is, therefore, paying  the  price  
of pre-emptive leadership.

NE W FACTORS

Ever since the Eisenhower Doctrine  (or, in a broader sense, ever since th e T ru
man Doctr ine) the  United Sta tes  has  been act ing  on the  assum ption  th at  the 
Western European hand is too weak in the  E astern  Medite rran ean to  achieve the 
minimal goals shared by both. At an ear lier period thi s was not a complete ly 
wliimiscal  estim ate, bu t power relatio ns have  changed  since the  imme diate  post- 
World War II  period. Even the idea th at  B ritain  and France  were so di scredited 
af ter the ir abor tive Suez campaign as to be unable to play  any  signif icant role 
in the Easte rn Medite rran ean has lost whatev er val idity it migh t have had.  In  
such ma tte rs the sta tes  of the  a rea  (ju st  l ike other sta tes ) have very short mem
ories. The notion—sti ll to be re ad in a standard  tex t on the  Middle East in In te r
nat ional Affairs—that  the  Uni ted Sta tes has  some special  operating adv antage  
in the Middle Ea st because of its  anti-colonia l past is unadultera ted  nonsense, 
and has  been for over 15 years. Ju st  as Br ita in and  F ran ce (and, for th at  m atter,  
Ita ly  and Spain) are  under no special  liability  f or having colonized pa rts  of the  
Middle East and North Africa in an earlie r period, the United  States reaps no 
benefit for having avoided  the scram ble for colonies, at  lea st in this pa rt of the

* world.
Of course, it is eas ier to point  out the penalty  of pre-empt ive leadersh ip tha n 

to find an effective way of work ing back to a diplomatic  position more con
sis ten t with  the immediacy and  inte nsi ty of the  intere sts  at  stake . The clea r— 
and legit imate—United Sta tes  intere st in preventing Soviet domination of the

* Med iterrane an is in no way lessened because of an iden tica l intere st on the pa rt 
of Western and Southern Europe. It  must also be adm itted that  United Sta tes  
spokesmen (public and  pr iva te)  often  tend  to confuse  United Sta tes ties  with  
and  info rmal commitments  to Isr ael with  the aim of preventin g the spread of 
Soviet influence in the  Med iterrane an. In cer tain ways, the policy int ere sts  in 
preserving a strong and secure Isr ae l and in avoid ing Soviet domination of the  
Med iterrane an can be reconciled. Indeed,  an approac h th at  merges these two 
intere sts  would rep resent  the bes t feas ible stra tegy for  the  United Sta tes in the 
area . Never theless , it  serves no int ere st to will fully—or unwittin gly—confuse 
the tw o; for  one pa rt of the problem in get ting  Wes tern Europe more dire ctly  
involved in defense of a common Medite rran ean intere st is to work out a com
monly-accepted approach  to the  Arab-Isra eli issue.

The above approach  suggests bringing  Europe more  directly into the  resolut ion 
of Easte rn and Southern  Medite rran ean affa irs not—let it  be r epea ted—because 
of any special role earn ed by Europe  during the  period of colonial rule  b ut only 
because of a com plementary of geographical and economic in terests.

70-2 14—71------ 9
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Nor are  any of the European powers showing at  th is time any nostalgic yearnings for the old Empire. The eminently patient  and correct at titude of the It alian government to the expulsion of Ital ian subjects from Libya seems to suggest a more modest and realistic approach.
Or, to end on a more pessimistic and cynical note, it may be only par t of a dismally long pattern of stagnant balance characteriz ing the now two-centuries old problem of struggle over the Eastern Mediterranean tha t earlie r diplomats labelled the “Eastern Question.” During this entire period the Middle E ast has never been dominated, never unified, only tantalized and tormented. There has been jus t enough outside pressure to keep political forces in the area off balance, not enough to provoke clearly delineated strongly rooted indigenous forces in response to the challenge.
And the bitter fru it is tha t Middle Eastern leaders still tend to conduct their politics the way it was done during—and even before—the “Western interlude” of colonial rule, that  is, with an eye over one’s shoulder to see what the outside powers are up to.
And the  outside powers still jockey for position in this absurd race tha t never ends and thus never pays a purse to the victor.
So today as yesterday we see little  wars, constant tensions, the hypocritical clucking of Great powers, within the region the deepening cynicism tha t comes from being constantly tantalized and in the outside world a poor replay of the times of Lord Palmerston and M. Thiers, of Muhammad Ali and the Ottoman sultans, leading perhaps to another Crimean War which we can only hope will be no worse than the first.
(The full text of Dr. Landes’ statement follows:)

Western European Relations Wit h  th e Middle East

Any effort to unders tand the interest of the major West European countries (the United Kingdom, France, and Germany) in the Middle Eas t in terms of economic relations is unpersuasive. The data make it clear tha t the primary commercial t ie of Europe to the region takes  the form of oil imports—a subject tha t I understand will be treated by someone else. Even these, which constitute a substantial fraction  of the value of imports from the region, are but a small fraction  of total  imports of a ll commodities. At the same time European exports to these countries run even lower than imports both in absolute terms and in share of aggregate trade. The oil-exporting-nations of the Middle East buy less from Europe than they sell to i t ; much of their  trade  surplus, however, returns to Europe directly or indirectly via trade  with non-European countries or d irect tran sfer to European accounts.
This is not to say tha t European nations are not interested in developing their trade with  the countries of the Middle East, just as they are  interested  in expanding trade  in other par ts of the world. Trade considerations, therefore, do influence policy, especially insofar as diplomacy can create a favorable reception for European products and business. The major European nations  are very candid about thi s; and the French, for example, have pointed to a number of successful transactions, beginning in 1967, as evidence of the success of their  foreign policy vis-a-vis the  Arab States.

ECONOMIC HAVES AND HAV E-NOTS

As for  foreign aid to the area, one has to distinguish between the haves and have-nots. The haves are those countries tha t export oil. They have, as noted above, a surplus on commodity account and can buy such mater ial and technical assistance as they need. They receive little  by way of gifts from Europe, but the European countries do via to serve them, insofar  as such services can be tr ans lated into favorable diplomatic relations and profitable contracts for the industry of the country concerned.
To be sure, the more populous oil-producing countries—Iraq, Iran, and Algeria—have problems and needs th at exceed what they can solve with oil royalties. All three have received foreign assistance, but only the  las t is particularly  linked to Western Europe. Algeria has continued to mainta in close economic ties with France since independence, and in spite of recent differences, this common-law marriage continues. On the other hand, the French commitment of resources to Algeria, much of which has taken the form of human technical assist-
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ance (teaching personnel especially), has diminished considerably over the years. 
This reflects partly the growing reliance of Algeria on East  Bloc countries for 
aid, partly a waning of French enthusiasm, and a certain amount of disenchant
ment. France continues to be the country tha t expends the highest proportion 
of its  income in foreign aid, in the entire  w orld; and most of its  assis tance goes, 
as before, to Afr ica ; but more and more of it, to the countries south of the 
Sahara.

The have-not countries of the Middle East—that  is, those which do not have 
oil to export—can all use assistance. The ones t ha t need it the most, however, 
Egypt and Syria, look for help to the Communist countries rath er than to Western 
Europe. This pattern is not likely to change in the near future,  and European 
countries would deem the provision of assistance to them a poor political and 
business risk. They are  already heavily indebted to the Soviet bloc and have 
mortgaged thei r future for years to come.

Israe l is a special case. It  is richer, in terms of income per head, than the 
other Middle Easte rn countries, with the exception of small states like Kuwait, 
with enormous oil royalties  to be distribu ted among a  small population. Even 
so, Isra el’s large outlays for armaments,  its ambitious development projects, 
and its heavy social commitments have made it  dependent on outside assistance 
to a significant degree, either in the form of loans or gifts. Almost none of this 
comes now from Europe. German reparations, once very important to Israeli 
survival, have long since tapered  of and would constitute in any case a much 
smaller fraction of income than they did in the 1950’s. French assistance, once 
particularly  active in the military sphere, has dwindled almost to nothing since 
the June war. If anything, the French contribution is negative: The French 
Government is holding under embargo airplanes for which the Israelis  have al
ready paid hard cash. Great Britain, in spite of i ts old political tie to the area, 
has never provided significant assistance to Is ra el ; its main efforts were direc ted 
originally to sustaining the state  of Jordan, but Britain has since more or less 
relinquished this role to the United States.

EU RO PE AN  V IE W PO IN T

So fa r I  have been looking at the problem from the point of view of the Middle 
Eastern countries. From the European side, there is no question tha t Middle 
East  policies are primarily  a function of politics rather than business. The two 
countries most interested in the area, by history and vocation, are Great Brita in 
and France. The former long had a major stake in the area by vir tue of its link 
to India. The second was motivated by national ambition and pretensions tha t 
went back, in some instances, to the crusades. The interwar mandates reflected 
this in terest; in effect, Britain  and France shared the Middle Eas t between them. 
The War and the Arab independence movement changed all that,  while the in
trusion of the United States and Russia into the region inevitably conduced to 
a subordination of the former primary powers. Even so, neither France nor 
Britain has ever given up the hope of playing an active role in the politics of 
the Middle Eas t. Each recognizes, of course, that this role cannot be what it  was, 
and if anything, each now puts itse lf forward in the  name of its weakness rathe r 
than of its streng th; tha t is, as a bette r potential friend for  the countries of 
the region than either of the superpowers ever can be, precisely because they 
are superpowers.

Inevitably, both French and Briti sh have become involved in the primary 
political issue of the region, the Arab-Israeli  conflict. Through the years, each 
has had a fluctuating relationship with Israel, though the British have been on 
the whole more consistent. The B ritish  were opposed to parti tion in 1947, to the 
establishment of the State of Israe l in 1948, and to most Israel i policy since. The 
only real exception to this record is the interlude of the Sinai campaign, when 
Britain was drawn by France into an alliance with I srae l that  would have as one 
objective the recapture of the Suez Canal from Egypt. Since tha t fiasco, the 
British have returned to their  trad itional policy of courting influence with the 
Arabs whenever possible. To be sure, the stakes are far  less important. India is 
gone, and the route to Tndia is no longer the sacred cow of Bri tish imperialism. 
Still, the British have old, established ties in the area, particular ly with the 
Trucial sheikhdoms of the Pers ian (Arabian) Gulf;  and the British  foreign 
service is still staffed by men who made their  careers in the region and brought 
home with them a strong affection for the Arabs and an identification with Arab
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inte rest s. (I t goes w ithout saying th at  this is precise ly the  pa tte rn that  tends to develop in any diplomatic  re la tio nship: The Ambassador is less the represent ative  of  the count ry th at  sends h im tha n a spokesman and intermediary to his own people for the c ountry to which he is accredi ted.)

FRANCE

The French record has  been very differen t. Pa rtly because of France 's own conflict with the rebels in Algeria,  who were receiving assistance a t the time from 
other Arab countr ies, Fran ce linked herself  to Israel  in the niid-1950’s and continued to support Israel, materi ally  and diplomatically, right into the middle of the  n ext decade. This  connection, which found expression in stron g personal ties  and  sundry stateme nts of loyalty  and affection, was, however, like all other such 
connections, fund ame ntal ly a function of nat ional inte res t. Once the Alger ian question was settled, Fran ce buried he r grievances aga ins t the Arabs and sought  to renew connections that  had lain  fallow over th e preceding decade. While as sis t
ance to Isra el continued, efforts  were made to balance thi s by supp ort to Arab countr ies. The showdown came in 1967, when Fran ce made it clea r th at  it would throw  its supp ort to Egypt in the cris is over the closing of the St ra it of Tira n. The Israelis , who ord inarily  thin k of themselves as hardheaded, were shocked. They were to be even more disappointed in the years that  followed, as France  shifted her  frien dship completely to the side of the  Arabs, under took an overt ly one-sided policy of m ilit ary  assis tance, and embargoed f urt her shipments 
of arms to Israe l. To be sure, this change of posture was disguised for  a while und er a rheto ric of evenhandedness . The French, for example, insisted at  firs t 
that  they would send arms  to nei the r side : then distin guished between those Arab countries in the  field of conflict, and those, like Libya,  th at  lay outside. Given the connections among the Arab States, however, thi s deception fooled no one. If  anyth ing, it has  been a source of emb arrassment to the French Government, which has  been critic ized on this score by French opinion, as well as reproached by old Israel i friends. The answer, as given by Foreign Minis ter Schumann recently, is th at  France  looks forw ard to renewed frien dship with Israel, though only on cer tain conditions,  among them a commitment by Isra el not to 
challenge French discr imination  along these lines. In  short, we will be your friend if you don’t complain about how we tr ea t you.

French policy is also influenced by European  diplomatic  inte rests. For  some 
time now, France  has  sought to depolarize the  rivalry between the Soviet Union and the United State s, and to gain for  itse lf once again a position of influence in the int ern ational arena. Hence the  freq uen t references  and summonses to four-power conferences concerning the Middle Eas t, going back to the  cris is preceding the  June  war. As pa rt of thi s campaign, the French have  been concerned to make their ini tia tive acceptable  to the  Soviet Union by assuming a roughly  paralle l posi tion ; at  the  same time, they have tende d to 
play down whenever possible, the significance of Soviet intervent ion in the  region. Here, as in other areas,  the  flir tation has  been made possible by French confidence of continued American concern.

GERMANY

Germany is a specia l case. One has to go back to pre-World War I days  to find a historical basis  for a Germ an int ere st in this  a re a;  though there was some 
revival of this in World War II . A t pre sent,  Germany’s position is  d icta ted partly by a concern for the  reac tion of the two superpowers and the  implications of 
such reaction for  the  German position in Europe.  (I t is much less affected by intr a-European pre ssu re;  I say  this in spite of German adherence to the  recent declara tion  of the  Six regard ing  a Middle Ea st sett lement. ) In this respect, then, the German involvement is at  once more removed tha n th at  of eith er 
Br ita in or France  and  is much less dic tate d by a his tory of previous commit ments. As a result, economic considera tions are  probably more imp ortant  det erminan ts for Germany than  they are  for  the  other two.

Germany presently  has  no form al diplomatic relatio ns with several major Arab States. She has  been moving, however, to res tore  the se—if  only because no 
major power is comfortable with  th at  kind of hole in  its  netw ork of diplom atic connections. The Arabs in tu rn  would like to compel Germany, as the  price  of resumption,  to adh ere  to their int erp retation of U.N. Resolution 242 and line  up in effect with  France , Brita in,  and  the  Soviet Union.



EUROPEAN TRADE TO THE MIDDLE EAST IN 1970 

[Mo nth ly average in mi llions of dolla rs)

United
France Germany Kingdom

Imp orts f rom — 
Middle East'
Algeria ____
Tunis ia.........
Libya............
E gyp t- .........
Ira n...............
Is rael ............

To ta l.........

Exports to— 
Midd le East'
Algeria.........
Tunis ia.........
L ib y a ...........
Egypt............
Ira n...............
Is rael_____

To ta l.........

68.96 66.71 103.16
53.10 12.51 4.23
3.60 1.77 .50

22.85 55. 36 33. 38
2.67 4.71 2.17
7.18 19.83 15.21
2.95 6.93 9.02

1,593.24 2,484.50  1,810.29

39. 59 63.02 79.28
46.87 8.25 3.36
9.02 2.31 .86
3.56 3.83 4.87
5. 29 10.20 3.75
5.61 26.80 13.27
6.61 14.49 19.23

1,494.97 2,849.05 1,612.55

' Lebanon, Israe l, Iraq , Saudi Arab ia, Kuwai t, Bahra in, Iran, and lesser  states. Note inclusion  of Iran  and Israel. 

Source: OECD, Statis tics  o f Foreign Trade:  Overall Trade by Countries, uly 1971.

Mr. Rosenthal. The subcommittee stands  adjourned until  10 
o'clock tomorrow morning.

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the joint subcommittee recessed, to  re
convene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, November 3,1971.)





SOVIET INVOLVEMENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST AND THE WESTERN RESPONSE
W E D N E SD A Y , N O V EM BER  3, 1971

H ouse of Representatives,
Committee  on F oreign Affairs ,

Subcommittees on E urope and
th e Near E ast, 

Washington, D.G.
The joint suDCommittee met at 10:10 a.m. in  room 2172, Rayburn 

House Office Build ing, Hon. Lee H. Hamilton  (chairman of the Sub
committee on the Near East ) presiding.

Mr. Hamilton. This joint meeting of the Europe and Near Eas t 
Subcommittees will come to order.

Today’s hearing  will conclude this in itial  series of jo int hear ings on 
Soviet involvement in the Middle East and the Western response. 
Af ter  an examination of the  importance of Middle Ea st oil to Western 
Europe, we would like to discuss the U.S. policy options in the Middle 
Eas t and the role that  we think  Europe should play.

We are very fortunate to have wi th us today Mr. John Lichtblau  of 
the Petroleum Indu stry  Research F ounda tion in New York, who will 
first examine the oil picture. He will be followed by Mr. John Camp
bell, of the Council on Fore ign Relations , and Mr. Eugene Rustow, pro
fessor at Yale Univers ity Law School.

Mr. L ichtblau , you may proceed as you wish to read the statement, 
or summarize as you choose.

STATEMENT OE JOHN  LICHTBLAU, OIL EXPERT, PETROLEUM 
INDUSTRY RESEARCH FOUNDATION

(The biography of Mr. Lichtb lau appears on p. 187.)
Mr. Lichtblau. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In the in terests of time, I  will summarize my statement. However, I 

would like to submit the entire statement for the record, if  I  may.
Mr. H amilton. Yes, each of the  three  statements will be prin ted in 

full in the record.
MID DL E EA ST  OI L

Mr. Lichtblau. Any analysis  of the role of the Middle Eas t in world 
affairs must start with the recognition tha t three- fourths of the, non- 
Communist world’s known oil reserves are located there. While this is, 
of course, generally known, the political and economic consequences 
which follow from it  are often ignored or overlooked. There is a tend
ency to t rea t the area’s oil wealth as an interes ting natu ral phenome- 
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non th at  bear s m entio nin g bu t is  no t basic to t he  poli tic al,  geogra phic,  and na tio na l com plexiti es which make u p the  M idd le Eas t p rob lem . I t is pro bably  t ru e th at  th e problem  wou ld exis t even if  th ere  were no oil in the area. But  th e res t o f the  world would be fa r less co ncerned.  The Middle Eas t is not hig hly  populated  a nd  the  vast major ity  o f its  people  liv e on a  subsistence  leve l, it  does no t rep res ent a major  m arke t fo r exports  fro m indu str ial  countri es, and outsid e of  oil it has  vi rtu al ly  no export s th at are es sen tial  to ot her countries.
Hen ce, the  Middle Eas t’s economic im portance—and, consequen tly,  much of  its  politi cal  and str ate gic importa nce—der ives pr im ar ily  fro m the sing le factor  of  its  immense an d grow ing oil  wea lth.

IM PA CT  OF OIL

The his tor ic grow th of  th is  wealth in ter ms  of  dir ec t government income fr om  oil  o perat ion s o ver  the  la st  10 years is shown in tab le I in my p rep ared  sta tem ent .
An  in dica tor o f th e im pact of  th is wealth  on the economy of  th e oil ex po rti ng  co untrie s is seen in th ei r pe r capit a na tio na l income. For all of  the  Middle Eas t oi l-e xport ing  cou ntr ies , excep t Algeria , the collective income pe r ca pi ta  amounted to abo ut $370 in  1969. Th is year,  fol low ing  th e sh arp increase in oil reve nues, th e figure is likely  to exceed $400. B y com par ison, pe r capit a income is $90 in In di a,  $130 in Pa ki stan  a nd  $232 in Tu rkey , one o f t he  more advance d nonin du str ial  countr ies .

OIL IMPORTS DOMINATE WESTERN EUROPE'S ENERGY SECTOR

Th e converse of  the  Middle Eas t’s oil su rplus is the  immense need fo r th is com modity  th roug ho ut  t he  Eas tern  Hemisph ere . In  Western  Eu rope  oil accounted in 1970 fo r 61 perce nt of  to ta l ene rgy  req uirements  from all sources an d 80 perce nt of it came fro m the  Pe rsi an  Gu lf an d No rth  Af ric a. Thus, West ern  Eu rope 's energ y depe nden ce last year on the  Middle Eas t was ne ar ly  50 pe rce nt of  to ta l reouire- ments. An d in  some countrie s, such  as It al y , Sw itz er lan d,  and the  Scandin av ian  cou ntr ies , Middle Eas t oil al read y sup plies tw o- third s or  more  of all  energy requirement s.
Th is dependency has , o f course , ex iste d fo r q ui te some t ime . Eu ro pe  was firs t made dram ati ca lly  aware  of  it  du ring  the Suez Canal  crisis 

o f  1957 when an o il shor tag e was av ert ed  only by the com binatio n of TT.S. emergency oil ex po rts  a nd  a mi ld winte r. At  th at  t ime the re was much  public and pr ivate concern  over  E ur op e’s dep endence  on Middle Eas t oil and the poten tia l th re at  th is  rep res ented  to the  Co nt inen t’s economic and str ate gic securi ty. I t  was  he ld th at  al te rnate ene rgy  sources had to  be developed in Eu ro pe  and new oil sources ha d to be fou nd out side the P er sia n G ul f area.
To  some ex ten t th is  was a ctu all y d one  in the 1960’s bu t it was lar ge ly oversha dow ed by  Eur op e’s massive s hi ft  fro m dom estic coal to oil from Ku wa it,  Saud i Arabia,  an d la te r Lib ya.  In  1960, coal supp lie d still nearl y 65 percen t of  W es tern  Eu ro pe ’s energ y needs . By  1970 the  share  had  declined to 30 percen t.
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OIL CHANGES SIN CE SUEZ WAR

I f  we now look at  th e div ers ific ation  of  oversea oil sup pli es since the  
fir st Suez  cri sis , geog raph ica lly  a gr ea t dea l has been acco mpl ished. 
A t th at  tim e 66 pe rcen t of Wester n Eur op e’s oil sup pli es came  fro m 
the Pe rsi an  Gu lf.  By 1970 th at  r eg ion’s sha re ha d drop ped to 46 pe r
cent.  Th e differen ce was made up  pr im ar ily by Nor th  A fr ica whose 
oil pro duction  rose fro m vi rtu al ly  no th ing before  1959 to 4.4 mi llio n

* ba rre ls da ily  in 1970, equa l to abou t on e- th ird  of  to ta l Pe rs ian Gu lf 
produc tio n la st  year .

Lo gis tically, the sh if t to west of  Suez has been  of  tre me ndous sig 
nificance, fo r it  has su bs tant ia lly  red uced t he  importa nce of  the Suez

• Ca na l as a route  f or  o il shipm ents to  E urop e. I f  L ibya n an d Al ge ria n 
pro duction  h ad  not been  deve lope d an d t he  ent ire  g rowt h in Eu ro pe an  
oil dem and  since 1957 would  hav e some fro m the Pe rs ian Gu lf,  the  
closure of t he  Sue z C an al  in Ju ne  1967 would  have had c ata str op ic con
sequences on Eu ro pe an  oil sup plies,  as would  the shu tdo wn  of  the 
Tr an s-Ara bi an  pipe lin e d ur in g 1970. Because o f the a va ila bi lit y o f sub 
sta nt ia l oil supp lie s fro m no rth  A fr ica plu s th e more recent  dev elop
ment of Ni ge ria n oil  exports  an d th e grow ing numb er of mamm oth  
tan ke rs,  c ur re nt  spot fr ei gh t rat es  f or t an ke rs  a re no high er  tha n the y 
were in th e com parab le pe rio d of  the ye ar  preced ing  the closure of  
the cana l.

Suez  can al’s fu tu re  role

Pa renthe tic al ly , I would  l ike to  say t hat  no ne o f these deve lopments  
hav e ren dered  the  Suez Ca na l obso lete or  ins ign ific ant . A t th e be gin
ning  of th is  ye ar  mo re th an  75 perce nt of  t he  wo rld  t an ke r fleet was 
of  a size th a t cou ld have tran si te d the can al fu ll  or  in ba lla st.  Thus, 
whi le the  sh if t of oil produc tio n to  wes t of Suez has made the Suez  
Canal non essent ial fo r oil im po rti ng  na tio ns , its  reo penin g would  
ce rta inly  low er fr ei gh t rat es  fro m wh atev er the pr ev ai lin g level .

Bu t othe r th an  d eemp hasiz ing  th e importa nce of the Pe rs ian Gul f’s 
su pp ly  routes , the div ers ific ation o f oil ex po rts  due to the Nor th  A fr i
can  discoveries  can not be said to  hav e impro ved Eur op e’s s ecu rity of  
oil sup plies econom ical ly or  po lit ica lly .

LIB YAN OIL

Econom ica lly , th e la rg e volu mes  of  Li by an  oil com ing o n th e m ar 
ke t af te r 1962 d id  have  an impact on wo rld  c rud e oil prices  f rom  1964 
throug h 1969. H ow ever,  i n 1970 and  1971 th e Liby an  G overn ment be
came  the in it ia to r an d lea de r in the  worldw ide  ro un d of ra is ing p osted 
cru de  oil pr ices and  tax ra tes .

Liby a prov ide d, in  fact , a prote ctive  um bre lla  fo r the othe r major  
oil ex po rti ng  coun tries to rai se pri ces an d taxes. The move was fu lly  
coord ina ted  thr ou gh  t he  O rgan izat ion of  P etr ole um  E xp or ting  C oun
tr ie s (O PEC ) whose memb ership  inc lud es all  pr incipa l oil ex po rt 
ing nat ion s. O PEC 's  ea rli er  successes in rai sin g un it oil reve nues fo r 
its  mem bers  t hr ou gh  ba rg aining  with  t he  in tern at iona l oil com pan ies  
had ga ine d it  t he  loya lty  an d respect of  all major  oil  ex po rti ng  coun 
tries.  Th us , con cer ted  act ion  t hr ou gh  O PEC on mat ters  o f prices  an d 
reve nues ha s in tro du ced con siderable  r ig id ity into the wo rld  oil tra de .
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Politically,  too, the diversification of oil production to North Af 
rica did  not bring about an improvement in the  security of supplies (as 
opposed to the political security of tran sit which was, of course, im
proved). Both Libya and Alger ia are members of the Arab League. 
Both are actively involved in the  major struggles in the  Middle East, 
and during the Arab-Israeli  war of 1967 both restricted  oil and gas 
exports for a time, totally  or selectively, for political reasons.

By contrast, Nigeria, represents a true  political diversification of 
European oil import sources. But Nigeria’s current production of 1.5 
million barrels  daily is only one-th ird that of north Africa.

19  SO PR OJE CTI ONS

Looking at the period between now and 1980. there can he no doubt 
tha t not only the volume but also the share of  oil in Western Eur o
pean energy consumption will increase substantially.

We have assumed tha t total European energy demand will rise at an annual rate of 4.5 percent over the next 10 years. This is a moderate 
rate which might be exceeded bv as much as half a percentage point. 
By comparison, the  growth rate  of the previous decade was 5.5 per
cent. The expected decline reflects the curren t slowdown in European 
economic activity, the underlying long-term decline in the ratio of 
energy to GNP which characterizes  mature industria l economies, and 
the fact tha t energy demand is not totally price-inelastic so tha t the 
increases in energy costs will have some retarding effect on demand growth.

Oil will continue to grow faster than total  energy. Coal, on the 
other hand, which is still the second largest European energy source, 
will register a substantial fur ther decline in domestic product ion as more mines are being shut.

N ATURAL GAS

Natura l gas supplies will grow considerably more rapidly than 
total energy supplies but not nearly enough to close the gap created 
by the growth in total energy demand and the declining coal sup
plies. The hulk of the new gas will come from the North Sea but 
more than one-eighth of West Europe’s gas demand in 1980 may be 
provided by impor ts from the  Soviet TTnion and North Africa. Nuclear 
power will be of significance in the TT.K. where it may provide some 
6 percent of total energy demand. But for continental Europe  the 
atomic power age will not begin in earnest until the next decade.

So oil will carry  the burden of the growth in European energy 
demand for the 1970’s. Oil’s growth will be slower than in the 1960’s, 
reflecting both the decline in the growth of total energy demand and 
the expected growing inroads of natura l gas, but overall, we see oil 
demand rising at an annual rate of 6.0-6.5 percent through  1980, 
compared to a growth rate of 13.7 percent in the first hal f and 10 percent in the second h alf  of the 1960’s.

OI L I N  W EST  EU RO PE

In my prepared statement is a summary of the projected changes 
in European energy consumption between 1970 and 1980. Eor our
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purpose we h ave  se lecte d an  a nnual grow th  r ate of 6.25 pe rce nt fo r oil 
dema nd and, as po in ted  o ut,  4.5 pe rce nt  fo r to ta l energ y dem and .

As the above  tab le  show s, oil will dominate the Eu rope an  energ y 
dema nd pa tter n st ill  more by 1980 t ha n it  does tod ay. Th e question, 
then , is whe re will  th is  oil come from. Obv iously,  the Middle Eas t 
will  continue to  be th e p rin cipa l s up ply source.

(T he  t ab le re fe rred  to ap pe ars on p. 170.)
When I say “M idd le Eas t,” I  mea n bo th the Pe rs ian Gul f and 

no rth Af ric a.
But  whi le the volume  of  Eu ro pe 's oil sup pli es fro m th at  are a will 

su bs tant ia lly  increase, there are ind ica tions  th at  the Middle E ast ’s 
share , which am ounte d to 80 pe rce nt of  to ta l Eu rope an  oil sup plies 
las t y ear, m ay m odera tely decline in  the  1970's.

NORTH SEA AND WEST AFRICA

Th e pr incipa l reason  fo r th is  are the Nor th  Sea and West  Af ric a. 
Nor th  Sea  prod uc tio n has no t ye t st ar ted an d in fo rm at ion on rese rve  
figures is sti ll ve ry scanty . However , the area  has been  com par ed by 
some ex pe rts  w ith  A lask a’s N or th  Slop e. I f  t hi s is ap prox im ately  c or
rec t, we can  assum e an ul tim ate prod uc tio n of  pe rhap s 3 m illi on  b ar
rels da ily , which  is wh at  the Nor th  Slo pe will  have. We  assum e th is  
prod uc tio n will probably be rea ched by  1980 in the Nor th  Se a.

Th e impact of  the new prod uc tio n will  fa ll pr im ar ily  on the cou n
tri es  adjacent,  to th e discover ies. Thus, fo r En gl an d,  depend ence on 
Middle Ea st  oil might  be red uced  much more th an  fo r Eu rope  as a 
whole.

Th e othe r major  new are a, W es t Afr ica,  cu rre nt ly  produces  about 
1.8 m illi on  ba rre ls da ily , of  wh ich  1.5 m illi on  ba rre ls da ily  are  fro m 
Ni ge ria , the newest gi an t in  w orld oil. By  1980 the are a m ight  well be 
able  to expo rt in excess of  3 m illi on  bar re ls da ily . Some o f thi s oil will  
go to othe r Afr ican  na tio ns  an d some to  Nor th  Am erican  an d Car ib
bea n refineries . B ut  it  is no t unrea son able to  assum e th a t abou t 2 
mi llio n ba rre ls da ily  of  West  Afr ican  cru de  oil wi ll go to  W ester n 
Eur op e by 1980. By  co nt ra st— oil shipm ents fro m the  W estern  He mi
sphere to Eu ro pe  will hav e m ore  or less ceased by  1980 s ince the W es t
ern  He mi sphere wi ll be a m ajor  n et  impo rti ng  a rea  b y the n.

Th e tab le in  my  pr ep ar ed  sta temen t below sums up  these various  
pos sib ilit ies  in to ou r be st guess  of W es tern  Eu ro pe an  oil s up ply sources  
by 1980.

CONCLUSIONS ON BASIS OF 1 98 0 PROJECTIONS

The 1980 figures are , o f course, n othing  mo re t ha n roug h ind ica tio ns  
of  m agnit udes  a nd  s hares. Ho we ver , t he  p rin cipa l conc lusio n, n amely , 
th at th e M idd le E ast ’s sha re in E ur op ea n o il su pplies wil l decline  some
wha t betw een now an d 1980, i s likely  to sta nd  up.  Fr om  the po in t of 
view  of  div ers ific atio n of  s up ply sources,  th is  is obvious ly a des irable  
develop ment. But  the imp rov ement  is m odes t. A  70-perc ent  dependen ce 
on a p ol itica lly , econom ical ly, an d na tio na lly  i nte rlocked fore ign  s up 
ply area  m us t s till  be con sidered cr itica l if  th e su pp ly are a is i nsecure.

An  in te rest ing dev elopment , no t shown in  th e tab le,  is expected to 
occur with in  the two subre gio ns of  Midd le E ast  oil sup plie s. In  con 
tr ast  to  the  1960’s wh en more of  th e incr eases in  E ur op ea n oil req ui re
ments  came from Nor th  Afr ica th an  from th e Middle Eas t, the 1970’s
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will see a return to the Persian Gulf for the bulk of the increase in European oil import requirements. The reason is tha t the tota l reserves in North Africa appear  insufficient to permit a ma jor fur ther growth 
in production from the 5 million barre ls daily level attained last year. 
Consequently, European reliance on the Persian Gulf will grow substant ially from the 46-percent level attained last year. This return to 
the heartland of the Middle East is likely to have significant political implications for the 1970’s.

FACING RISK OF DEPENDENCE

What, if anything, can Western Europe  do to limit  the risk of this  
dependency on the Middle E ast  for  its principal energy source ? I n the short run, the only corrective is increased storage. Currently  the only 
official guideline for security stocks exists in the six Common Market  
nations where there is a directive for a 55-day security stock level 
based on the previous year’s consumption. The Common Market Commission is now recommending an increase to 90 days by 1975. The 
OECD has also recently recommended a stock levei of 90 days but has not set a time limit  when this is to be reached.

The existing 65-day figure and the nonurgent approach to the 90- 
day figure indicate a relatively  low concern with the thre at of a sustained massive supply interruption. It  is in teresting to contras t this 
with the attitude of the  U.S. Government which for the past 13 years 
has been extremely concerned with the potential thre at of relying on overseas supplies, though even today only about 20 percent of our oil 
needs come from overseas. In  general, the reason for the difference 
between the U.S. and European attitudes may be tha t we have an option between foreign and domestic oil, while the Europeans do not, although our option is declining.

Another factor which continues to influence Europe ’s approach to security stocks may be a carryover from the time the United States had ample spare producing capacity which could be, and was, used as an international emergency stock when required.
However, our spare producing capacity has greatly declined in the 

last few years. Presently it  is probably below 1 million barrels daily on a sustained basis (6 to 12 months), compared to  about 2.4 million barrels daily just prio r to the Suez Canal shutdown in mid-1967. 
With in 2 years the United States will have no spare producing capacity left.

It  would therefore seem to make good sense for Western Europe to build its emergency stocks up speedily and substan tially from the 
prevail ing 60-65 day level. The likelihood of minor and medium-sized supply interruptions in the future  is certainly high enough to warrant such a step.

OTHER EUROPEAN OPTIONS

For  the  longer pull Europe may want to speed up the construction 
of atomic powerplants. In  this  regard the Continent is way behind the United States and the United Kingdom. By 1980 atomic power 
in these two countries will account fo r 9 and 6 percent respectively of total primary energy demand, agains t less than  2 percent on the Continent.
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No sec uri ty stoc ks or  othe r mea sure s would  be effective ag ains t a 
susta ine d to ta l oil ex po rt boyco tt by all  or  even a major ity  of the five 
larges t Middle Eas t prod uc ing cou ntr ies . Suc h a massive boy cot t has 
only h appened once, fo r 5 d ays in Ju ne  1967, and  th at  was spontane ous  
ra th er  than  coord ina ted . But  the possibil ity  of  a con cer ted all -A rab 
oil boy cot t was  on the  agenda  of  the Kha rto um  Con ferenc e of  Ar ab  
lea ders in  the  fa ll  of  1967.

opec’s ROLE
Th e th re at  of  an  O PEC oil ex po rt embargo  cou ld also  ari se fo r 

economic reasons.  In tim at ions  of  thi s were he ard at  th e Te he ran Con 
fere nce  last  Fe br ua ry . In  theory , OPEC, ac tin g in con cer t cou ld un i
la te ra lly  s et any giv en pr ice  level fo r th ei r oil, then  p ermit no exports  
below th at  level.

In  p rac tic e the O PEC na tio ns —at lea st those at  th e Pe rs ian Gi df— 
have general ly no t com ple tely  ign ore d th e rea lit ies  of  the marke t in 
th ei r nego tia tio ns  wi th  oil companies. However , the rea l possibil ity  
th at  a t some fu tu re  p oint  the  M idd le E ast ’s oil pol icy may be based on 
less rat iona l cr ite ria , economical ly or  p ol itica lly , makes fo r the  inhe r
en t ins tabi lit y o f E ur op e’s oil su ppli es.

I t  is some time s argu ed  th at  since  oil reve nues are  at  lea st as im
po rtan t to  the economies of  most ex po rti ng  cou ntr ies  as the  oil its elf  
is to  the economies of  most im po rti ng  c ountr ies , the O PEC mem bers  
wou ld be un likely  to eng age  in a susta ine d oil ex po rt embargo.  I t  is, 
of course, tru e th at in all  O PEC cou ntr ies , exc ept  possibly Al ge ria , 
oil and re lated  ac tiv itie s prov ide  the pr incipa l source of fo rei gn  ex
cha nge  and governm ent revenue. For these and othe r reasons th e oil 
ex po rti ng  c ountr ies  would  ce rta in ly  no t ho ld all  the trum p ca rds in a 
rea l showdown with  th ei r custome rs, pa rt icul ar ly  i f t he  la tter  had  suf 
ficient stocks to assu re them  a ba rg aini ng  p osi tion fo r some tim e. But  
who  wou ld give  in fir st in  such a co nf rontat ion an d at  wha t pr ice  is 
by no means cert ain .

But  much more likely  th an  a ful l-scal e confrontati on  betw een oil 
ex po rti ng  an d im po rti ng  co untries is th e chan ce o f m ounti ng  economic 
press ure on the la tter  in  th e form  of pe riodic  admi nis ter ed  pr ice  in 
creases, wi th  each inc rem ent no t quite stee p eno ugh  fo r the im po rti ng  
countrie s to  r isk  a co nfrontati on .

We  h ave seen dr am at ic  evidence of such developments in the la st  12 
months. Go vernm ent revenu e on Kuw ai t c rude  rose in a series o f s teps 
by 63 p erc en t b etween  N ove mber 1970 an d Ju ne  1971. S im ila rly , Gov 
ernm en t revenue on Li by an  cru de  oil (40° A P I gr av ity ) rose fro m 
$1.10 to  $1.99 p er  bar re l b etw een  A ug us t 1970 a nd  O ctober  1971, an  81- 
pe rce nt increase. Th e movem ents were  the  r esul t of  a series of ta x and 
pr ice  rise s dec ided by th e O PEC mem bers  an d more or less imposed  
on the oil companies. As a resu lt,  G overn ment revenue now rep res en ts 
some 75-80 pe rce nt of the ope n marke t v alue of  Midd le Eas t cru de  oil,  
wi th  pro du cti on  costs  an d pro fits accounting fo r th e bala nce.  Thus, 
prod uc ing Governm ent revenu e is now by fa r th e pr incipa l de ter mi 
na nt  of w orld oi l prices .

In  the  absence of  a ny  fu rt her  increases  in Government  revenues pe r 
ba rre l betw een now and th e end  o f 1975, W est ern  E urop e will  h ave  to  
pa y an ex tra  $3.5 bil lion an nu al ly  th ro ug h 1975 to meet the cost  of



134

the increases in the Government take of OPE C members. There is, 
of course, no question as to the inherent righ t of a sovereign country 
to raise revenues in any way it sees fit. But  there was certainly  no 
under lying economic justification, tha t is, change in the supply-and- 
demand relationship, t ha t would just ify a cost increase even remotelv 
approaching the one imposed.

OPEC'S FUTURE DEMANDS

Yet, there are indications tha t OPEC is about to ask for more. 
The organization  has recently resolved to seek direct participation fo r 
its members in the private foreign oil enterprises operat ing within 
their  territories. A 20-percent partic ipation target  has been unofficially 
reported, although a higher figure has been quoted for Libya. There 
is nothing new in the idea of government pa rticipa tion in private busi
ness; in principle, it should not be objectionable to the oil companies. 
But, according to unofficial reports, at least some OPE C members do 
not expect to buy into the companies’ equity by contributing  capital 
but by selling the share of oil production a llotted them under a part ici
pation agreement back to the companies at a price above tax-paid 
cost. The companies, in turn, would tr y to pass this cost on in the form 
of higher prices.

This, then, is the more likely threat  to Western Europe of the OPEC 
Government cartel operations: a steady unrelenting increase in the 
cost of imported oil with the implicit  possibility tha t a refusal to pay 
up could result in a stoppage of the flow.

There are still other consequences resulting from the increase in the 
Government take of OPEC members. Even if there is no par ticipa
tion or other fur ther  increase in government take, the Persian Gulf 
countries will receive a total of $11.1 billion in oil revenues in the year 
1975, and Libya and Algeria together will receive close to $4 billion, 
giving the Middle Eas t a total of nearly $15 billion in oil revenues 
in 1975.

Some countries, such as Ira n and Algeria, are large enough to ab
sorb most of th is cash inflow by converting it into imports for devel
opment purposes. Their revenues will therefore retu rn largely  to the 
indus trial nations of the West. Most Middle East  OPE C members, 
however, will not be able to absorb amounts of this magnitude within 
thei r relatively small and limited  economies. These countries will 
therefore either accumulate large  capital funds abroad or they will 
become major lenders (or givers) for whatever purposes they deem 
desirable. Again, such a development might have significant political 
consequences in the future.

The net investment in fixed assets in pr ivate  foreign oil enterprises 
in the Middle East  amounted to nearly $5 bi llion at the end of 1969. 
What is the outlook for this investment? One thing  is certain, the 
role of private  oil companies in the Middle Eas t will change signifi
cantly in the next 10 years. In  Iran, for instance, the 25-year agree
ment with the Internat iona l Oil Consortium lapses in 1979 and the 
Shah has already indicated tha t he does not  expect a continuation of 
the existing arrangement. In Alger ia the state oil company has already 
a controlling share of 51 percent in all oil enterprises.
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Th e ch ang e fo r the oi l compa nies  ma y r an ge  fro m out righ t n at io na li
za tion t o p ar tn er sh ip s or  su bc on tra cto r relati on s w ith  sta te  companies. 
Th e p riv ate oil com pan ies  will prob ab ly acce pt a ny  ro le w hich p ermits  
the m to opera te efficiently an d ea rn  an  acc ept able ra te  of re tu rn . I f  
th is  is no lon ger possibl e they  wil l st ill  be ve ry mu ch in the pic tur e, 
since  t hey  own or  c on tro l most of th e tank ers, refineries an d di st ribu 
tion network s th ro ug h which  the cru de  oil is tra ns po ite d,  con ver ted  
and moved to  its  ult im at e con sumers.

How ever, it is no t a m at te r of ind iffe rence to W estern  Eu rope , or
• to the  Uni ted Sta tes , wh eth er  Middle Eas t oil wi ll be produced by 

pr ivate Wester n com pan ies or  by l ocal  s ta te  co mpanies . Th e la tt er  ar e 
by n atur e polit ica l instr um en ts of  the Go vernme nt b y w hose au thor ity  
the y fun ction. Privat e com pan ies,  on the othe r ha nd , are  essent ial ly

• a politi ca l, com me rcially or ien ted  i ns tit ut ions . Th e difference is some
tim es obscured by the fact  that  p riv at e fo re ign com pan ies can  be m ade 
by law  or  governm ent or de r to  do wha t state com pan ies would  do 
vo lunta rily by v irtue  of  po lit ica l al legianc e.

Nevertheles s, the fa ct  t hat the  a ctu al prod uc tio n and ex po rta tio n of 
Middle Eas t oil has alw ays been ca rri ed  on by pu rel y commercial  in 
sti tu tio ns  whose best  in ter es ts are  nev er served  by supp ly in te rrup tio ns  
or  expo rt embargoe s lias  ha d a re st ra in ing influence  on the use of 
oil fo r po lit ica l purposes . I f  the role of  these insti tu tio ns  should be 
tak en  ove r by  local stat e ag encies, i t w ould p robably lead  to t he  fu rther  
po lit iza tio n o f M idd le Eas t oil.

SO VIET  IN TEREST I N  MID DL E EA ST  O IL

Now I would  l ike  to  t urn  t o the  q ues tion  of Sovie t i nte res ts in Mid
dle  Eas t oil. My rem arks  wi ll be mu ch br ie fe r th an  on the subje ct of 
West ern  Eur op e’s i nter es t in th is oil because there is less to say , since 
I wil l tr y  to lim it my com men ts larg ely to  t he  are a of  economics .

Ru ssi a’s in te re st  in  t he  M idd le Eas t exists qu ite  indepe nd en t of  t he  
are a's  oil we alt h and ha d its his tor ic or igin  well b efo re oil was a factor  
in th at  region.  However , it  is one of the luc ky a cciden ts of na tu re  that  
the Sovie t U nio n, as t he  w or ld’s second la rg es t oi l a nd  ga s p rod ucer,  is 
more th an  self- sufficient  in bo th thes e fue ls, so th at access to  foreign  
oil is n ot  a fa ctor  in her  ene rgy  pol icy cons ide rations.

• I f  the Sovie t Un ion wer e a su bs tan tia l ne t oil im po rte r, he r poli cy 
towa rds the Middle E ast  would  prob ab ly be qu ite  dif ferent . An indi 
cat ion  o f t hi s was  seen  i n the af te rm at h of W or ld  W ar  I I  when  Sovie t

» domestic  oil supplies ap pe ared  ina dequate . Th e Sov iet Un ion  the n
ref used  to with dr aw  its wa rtime forces  fro m no rthe rn  Ir an  un ti l it  
ha d rece ived  an  oil concession in th a t are a fro m the Ir an ia n Govern
ment (which the Ir an ia n Pa rl ia m en t la te r ref used  to  ra ti fy ).

To  be sure, Ru ss ia’s o il self-su fficiency does n ot  mean that she is d is
intere ste d i n M idd le Eas t oil . The  So vie t Un ion knows as well as e ver y
one else th at  th e Middle Eas t is the power storeho use  fo r West ern  
Eu ro pe  and Ja pan  an d wi ll su pp ly su bs tant ia l volumes of  oil to the  
Uni ted St ates  before th e end of th e cu rren t decade. Po lit ical  con trol  
ove r the are a en tai ls th erefor e fa r mo re th an  ju st  con tro l ove r the  
Midd le Eas t its elf . I f  t he  S oviet  U nion  w ere to  establ ish  effect ive po
lit ical  influ ence  in  th e m ajor ity  of Midd le Eas t oil cou ntr ies , th is
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would have a profound impact on the long-term, overall foreign policy considerations of both Western Europe and Japan . There is no doubt tha t this plays an important part in the Soviet Union’s Middle East policy. Furthermore, while the U.S.S.R.  itself has no need for Middle Eas t oil, most of her East European satellites are beginning to do so. This gives the Soviet Union a somewhat more direct interest in the area’s oil production than was previously the case.

eastern Euro pe’s int erest

For  the Middle East, the U.S.S.R.  is a minor competitor, since some Soviet oil is shipped to the West. On the other hand, Communist Eas tern Europe represents a small but growing export market for the Middle East. More importan t to the Middle East may be the Soviet Union's technical expertise in all phases of oil production and refining. Some countries seeking to develop oil production without relying on Western companies have made use of th is expertise. Thus, the impact of any future withdrawal  of Western oil technicians from the Middle East  would probably be great ly mitigated by the availab ility of Soviet or Soviet-trained personnel.
How important a market potential for Middle East oil does Eastern Europe  provide? In 1970 the Soviet bloc countries, excluding the U.S.S.R., consumed about 1.2 million barrels daily , equal to less than 10 percent of Western European demand. Local production supplied over 31 percent of this demand, imports from the U.S.S.R. slightly more than  67 percent, and imports from the West less than 2 percent. Thus, a t the  moment Eastern Europe is hardly  a significant outlet for Middle Ea st or north African oil.
However, this  situa tion is rap idly changing. The U.S.S.R. has now withdrawn its objections to oil imports from the West because it does not expect to be able to meet all of the bloc’s steadily growing import requirements, since Russian domestic demand is growing even more rapidly . I t is expected tha t the U.S.S.R. will continue to be the principal supplier of the East bloc countries but the share of non-Communist oil imports will undoubtedly rise sharply.
According to priva te estimates, the Eas t bloc countries might import 400,000 1̂50,000 barrels daily from Western sources by 1975 and as much as 1 million barrels daily by 1980. Even tha t last figure would still be a very modest volume, compared to West European needs or Middle Eas t availabilities. We may therefore conclude tha t the East  bloc will not be a major  outlet for  Middle East oil even 10 years from now.
On the other hand, the import volumes required would appear to be large enough to justify a more direc t involvement of the  Soviet Union m Middle East, or North African  oil. The Soviet bloc market might  be especially interesting for Middle Eas t and North African state companies which initia lly might prefer to make bart er or other govern- ment-to-government deals with Eastern Europe than  to plunge into the highly competitive private industry-control led Western markets.For the same reason for which the Soviet Union’s share in East European oil imports will decline, its share  in Western European imports vrill also fall. Last year the U.S.S.R. exported about 800,000
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barrels daily of oil to Western Europe,  equal to 6.3 percent of total 
West European  consumption. These imports  will rise very litt le in the 
next, 10 years. Given Western Europe 's growing demand prospect, the  
Soviet Union’s share in oil imports  will show a decline by 1080.

SOVIET NA TU RA L GAS EXPORTS

By contras t, Soviet natu ral gas exports to Western Europe  are 
beginning to take on some importance. By 1980 they might account

* for 10 percent of total  Western European natu ral gas requirements. 
While this in itself is not a large share, gas shipments, particularly 
by pipeline, tie a consumer much more rigid ly to the supplier  than  oil 
shipments. Hence, a continentwide average dependency ratio  is less

• meaningful fo r gas than fo r oil.
Altogether, then, it would seem tha t the Soviet Union has a tre 

mendous political interest in Middle East oil because of the overriding 
role of th is oil in supplying the  Western  world, and a small but grow
ing economic in terest because of the future oil import requirements of 
the European Satell ite countries. The combination suggests tha t the 
Soviet Union's involvement in Middle East  oil—politically and eco
nomically—is likely to grow.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
(The full text of Mr. Eich tblau ’s s tatement appears on p. 167.)
Mr. Hamilton. Thank you, Mr. Lichtblau.
I)r. Campbell, you may proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. CAMPBELL, SENIOR RESEARCH FELLOW
AND MIDDLE EAST SPECIALIST, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELA
TIONS, NEW  YORK CITY

(The biography of Mr. Campbell appea ls on p. 184.)
Mr. Campbell. Mr. Chairman, having in  mind the time l imit, I will 

stick closely to the text  of this statement  but may depart from it or 
condense it.

I am going to attack  your problem, which is the Soviet role in the 
Middle Eas t and the Western response to it, in the following order,

• first to look at American and Western  interests  in tha t region, then 
consider how they relate to Soviet policies, and finally look at  what 
needs to be done.

* U .s . INTE RESTS IN  T II E  MIDDLE EAST

The Un ited States, it seems to me, has two pr incipal in terests which 
can be called vital. The first is t ha t the conflicts and rivalries there, 
whether on the local or great-power level or both a t once, must be kept 
from developing into a major  war. The second is th at the region be 
free of the domination of any outside power; if it fell under  Soviet 
control that would represen t a perilous shi ft in the world balance 
against the United States  and the West. Those vital interests are 
simply stated. The policies needed to sustain them, by contrast, are 
enormously complex, fo r they require changing combinations of mili
tary posture and diplomacy, of toughness and conciliation, of harmon-

70-214— 71— 10
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izing approaches to the Arab- Israel  conflict—which is difficult enough in itself—with the  wider questions of security and global balance.
We have other important interests in the JMicldle East. Some come under the broad rubric of access: freedom of trade, trans it, communication, and the transport of o il; the ability to communicate with gov

ernments and peoples. We have economic interests, including oil in
vestments which add about $1.5 billion per year on the plus side of the 
U.S. balance of payments. We have defense commitments in tha t a rea: to NATO partners (to Italy, Greece, and Turkey) under the North Atlan tic Treaty;  a more vague obligation to Ira n under a security *agreement concluded in 1959, which is not a trea ty but an executive agreement; an even vaguer one to Saudi Arab ia; what might be called a moral commitment to  the defense of Israe l generally assumed on 
both sides but nowhere defined in writ ing;  and this obligation has to *be taken together with many statements of the  executive branch that the United States stands for the independence and integr ity of all the 
states in the area of the Arab-Israel  conflict. Whether all those commitments correspond to interests—to refer to a concept put forward 
by Presiden t Nixon—is a subject on which the adminis tration has made no pronouncements for this area.

W ES T EUROPE 'S  IN TEREST IN  T II E  MID DL E EA ST

Now let us look for a moment at the interests of the nations of Western Europe, as they see them. T heir concern with avoiding a big war or Soviet control of the Mediterranean and Middle East parallels 
our own, but they are less worried about the danger of e ither of those 
possibilities and they do not believe tha t their  own milita ry efforts, at this stage, anyway, can affect them much one way or the other. On the Arab-Israel conflict, all Western European nations would like to see a 
settlement, but they have not agreed on how they can help to bring  it about; again, they regard the real responsibil ity as falling on the p ar
ties to the dispute, the A rab states and Israel, and on the two big powers who are supporting  them against each other.

As for the oil of the Middle East and nor th Africa, Western Europe, as Mr. Lichtblau has jus t explained with figures, is u tterly  dependent 
on access to it, now and for the next 10 years. How to protect it is, as wthey see it, a matter of economic policy and diplomacy, not for military commitments and the disposition of forces.

soviet policy  •
Now let me look for a moment at Soviet policy. The general line of 

Soviet policy toward the West in the last few years has been away from tension and cold war toward detente and limited agreements. This is evident in Europe, to some extent elsewhere, and in bilateral rela
tions with the United S tates as exemplified by the strategic arms  limitation talks now in process.

The dispute with  China is one reason for it;  domestic concerns pro
vide others. But the spirit of detente has been slow to touch Soviet policy in the Middle East , where a combination of milita ry buildup 
and support of the  Arab side in the conflict wi th Israe l has  appeared
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as a challenge to American interests, positions, and commitments such 
as I  have just  described: the need to avoid war ; the interest in pre 
venting domination of the region by any power; NATO’s commitments 
to its members in tha t area and to security in the M edite rranean; and, 
not least, the  American concern fo r I srael’s independent  existence and 
for normal relations  with the Arab world.

SOVIET GOALS

* What  are the Soviet leaders trying to do and what are the pros
pects ? They are not looking at the Middle Eas t alone. Thei r m ilitary 
buildup in nonnuclear forces, which has run parallel to thei r heavy 
program in strategic  weapons, has marched steadily ahead since about

* 1962, the year of the crisis over Cuba. The motive has been to bring the 
Soviet Union out of the status of a continental power and match the 
United States in the exercise of sea and a ir power on a global basis.

Thus they have been aiming at effective equality—almost an obses
sion with them—and counting on this new military streng th to give 
them a backing for political action they had hithe rto lacked. I do not 
think the Soviet political leaders took this course with the idea of 
fighting the United States in big or little wars on the five oceans and 
seven continents—although their marshals and admira ls sometimes 
talk that way. But  they ce rtainly  have not ruled out using force when 
and where they see a favorable balance of gain and risk.

And there is no doubt at all th at they mean to take every advantage  
of the psychological effect of the ir growing milit ary might at a time 
when the United States is obviously contracting its milit ary reach, 
reconsidering its commitments, and try ing  to rearrange its priori ties 
afte r the experience in Indochina .

SOVIET EAST ME DIT ERRA NE AN  POL ICY

The Mediterranean-Middle East region happens to be where these 
Soviet efforts have flowered, for geographical and political reasons. 
For one thing it is close to  home, as they see it. The Russians see the 
Mediter ranean as an extension of  the  Black Sea, just as we see i t the 

« other way round. It  is a pathway to the oceans which they reach now
through the St ra it of G ibra ltar and hope again to reach through the 
Suez Canal, perhaps a Soviet-controlled one. They now maintain a 
permanent naval force in the Mediterranean, which at  times has over

* 60 ships, and they support it both from home bases and from facilities 
in littora l countries like Egypt and Syria, where they also have the 
use of airfields to compensate for the lack of attack  carriers, which they 
don’t have in the ir naval forces.

Illu stra ting the point made a short while ago, the main purpose of 
these forces is polit ical: to reduce American influence and establish 
thei r ow n; to block out the Chinese; to give confidence to the ir friends 
and allies; to intimidate  our friends and allies; and to bring  their 
weight to bear on the decisions of governments both in the region and 
outside it.

One o ther point should also be made, however. The history of the 
Soviet penet ration shows tha t the politica l opportuni ties and gains
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hav e ge ne ral ly  preceded  ra th er  tha n follo wed  the mili ta ry  presence  in 
local cou ntr ies . Eg yp t, fo r example, which is the keys tone of the whole 
Sov iet posit ion , or iginall y inv ited the Sov iets  in fo r its  own pol itical 
reasons,  to su pp or t Egy pt ian and Ar ab  na tio na lis t aims ag ains t the 
West  and ag ains t Isr ael. After  m ili ta ry  defea t in 1956 and  again  in 
1967, each  tim e Nasser turned  despera tel y to Moscow to renew his 
su pp ly of  a rms, and Moscow obliged.

In  the  pas t few yea rs the  Eg yp tia n lea dersh ip has so fea red  Is ra el ’s 
pow er th at it has  calle d in Sov iet “adv ise rs”—the  Sov iets  were qui te 
rea dy  to provide  them  and  some est imate s were as hig h as 17,000— 
roug hly  th e n um ber  of Ame rican “adv ise rs” Pres iden t K ennedy sent  to 
Vietn am  if  the com par ison  has an y in ter es t—i nc ludin g com bat  pe r
sonne l m anning  missile sit es a nd  ai rc ra ft .

In  s tre ssi ng  th e political  antecede nts  of the Sov iet m ili ta ry  fo otho ld 
in Egy pt , I  do no t mean t o say t ha t the  So viet s a re in there ju st  to h elp 
th ei r fri en ds  again st Isr ae l and  wou ld wi thdraw  if  Is rael  met some 
Egy pt ian dem ands. They mi gh t welcome a less dan ger ous invo lvement 
on the  fron t line,  h ut the y are  in  E gy pt  f or  th ei r own reason s a nd will 
no t eas ily be per sua ded  to leave. Th e 15-year trea ty  the y sign ed with 
Egy pt  in  Ma y o f th is y ear—w hatev er it t ur ns  out  to  mean in  pr act ice — 
shows thei r intention to  hold on to th is  re lat ion ship.

Ye t it is well to rem emb er one o f the  basic fac ts of in ter na tio na l re
lat ion s tod ay, one which the Br iti sh  and French  have had to lea rn in 
th is  reg ion  and wi th whi ch the  Un ite d State s and the  Sov iet Union 
its elf  have ha d experience  in various  p ar ts  o f the  wor ld. I t  is th at  the 
stron g, despite  t he ir  possession of overw helming m ili ta ry  supe rio rity, 
oft en  f ind it unu sab le in tryi ng  to  im pose  the ir wil l on the  weak.

Thus, in consider ing  Am erica’s and Western  Eur op e’s polic ies, we 
sho uld  not th in k of Sov iet  pol icy as a fixed schedule  fo r conquest or 
domination, or  as a p rogram  m ade  in Moscow which somehow unr oll s 
by autono mous actio n w ith ou t re ferenc e to  the  po litics o f the a rea.  S uc
cess dep end s upo n oppo rtu ni tie s. They have ha d op po rtu ni tie s and 
have made  good use of m ost of  them .

RISK S FOR SOVIET UNIO N

However , it  seems to me, th is rai ses  a numb er of  questions, because 
th is  is an a rea  of many small cou ntr ies , m ost of them unstable , an area 
of  sud den  changes of  reg ime and even alin ements, and it will  not be 
all  one way.  T he  Sov iets  w ill experience , I  t hin k,  th e res ent ment of lo
cal n ationali sm , as the W est  has.

They will  run into mou nti ng  costs , b oth  on the  m ili ta ry  side and in 
meeting th e dem and s o f t he ir  cl ients. They will run afo ul of  local con
flicts  between riv al  sta tes  and lea der s, and between Comm unists and  
Na tio na lis ts (as the y rec ently  have in Su dan and to some degree in 
Egypt its el f) . The question of  Is ra el  has been th ei r “Open  Sesame” 
to t he Ar ab  wo rld , but  even t hi s key can lose it s magic.  These  fa cto rs of 
local  d ifficulty fo r the Russians , howeve r, can  h ardly be ef fective if  the  
Sov iet Un ion  is le ft  all  alone in the field, and th is  is where We stern 
pol icy comes in.

All of  which  l eads t o the conclus ion th at wh at the  W ester n nat ion s 
do in th ei r own rel ations wi th  th e St ates  of the  Med ite rra nean  and
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Middle Ea st will have a great deal to do with the question of response 
to Soviet policy. Let us look first at the military posture tha t is re
quired, and then at the political factors. In both it will be apparent 
tha t the  A rab-Israel  dispute is close to the heart of the problem.

MILITARY BALANCE: EAST AND WEST

First, milit ary balance: The Soviet naval buildup in the Mediter 
ranean has aroused concern in Washington and in the councils of 
NATO. Successive meetings of NATO ministers since 1968 have re
sulted in repeated calls for vigilance about the Mediterranean, a w arn
ing to the Soviets (af ter  the invasion of Czechoslovakia) tha t NATO 
would regard any intervention in the Mediterranean with grave con
cern, and a number of  specific decisions: to improve the effectiveness of 
allied naval forces; to set up a new- command for coordinated surveil
lance of Soviet forces; and to earmark vessels of various national naval  
forces to provide th e nucleus of a NATO force which would come to 
gether for maneuvers, t rain ing,  and possible combined operations. The 
American, Br itish,  It alia n, Greek, and Turkish navies have taken part  
in these measures. The French have not, but nevertheless, they have 
given a certain  amount o f cooperation on the naval and technical side 
in the Mediterranean  regardless of the official atti tude  of the ir 
government.

What more is to be done? That depends on the purpose. The first is 
to maintain an adequate balance of mili tary  power. By tha t I mean 
tha t the 6th Fleet has to stay where it  is and should retain at least 
the relative position which it now has and should continuously  under
go modernizat ion; and tha t NATO members’ forces should also make 
their  presence count in the milit ary equation. The idea is not to assure 
victory in war—the Soviet Mediterranean squadron is in the nature 
of a suicide force i f it came to tha t, and a big war would bypass the 
Mediterranean anyway.

Somehow a mili tary  wrapping up of NATO from the south by the 
Russians seems to me to be of an alarm ist na ture  rather than a reality.

The real questions are how to preven t adventurous  Soviet moves, 
or a “Cuba in reverse,” should they  come to believe their own st reng th 
on the spot sufficient to cause us to back down in a crisis. Not tha t a 
milit ary balance is precisely reflected in political  decisions. But  it is 
a necessary part of the background for them. It  is an open Russian 
boast tha t we could not now repeat the Lebanon landing of 1958 be
cause their fleet would be in the way, and we would, therefore , be 
deterred from doing so.

Would we be similarly blocked from mili tary  action to defend 
Israel? Does the  presence of the 6th Fleet prevent the Soviets f rom 
exploiting thei r m ilita ry position in  Egypt? After all, there a re some 
limitations on tha t position. They do have a lack of air  power, and 
they are also dependent on their  ability to come through the straits , 
which are still controlled by the Turks.

Whatever one’s conclusions on those hypothetical cases may be, 
there is li ttle  doubt tha t the presence of each force pu ts restraints  on 
the other. Tha t is not such a bad situation insofar as it reduces the  
chances of any big-power intervention  in local affairs.
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The second purpose of mili tary policy is to give confidence to states 
associated with the West and substance to our commitments and to 
the working of deterrence. It  is here that the NATO role is impor
tant. Ita ly,  Greece, and Turkey  are members of NATO, not special 
wards of the United States, and they are interested in joint defense. 
A stronger NATO posture also enables the Turks to move toward 
detente with Russia on their own terms and not through weakness. 
It  also helps, going beyond the NATO area, to show a Western interest 
in Yugoslavia, to help prevent a Soviet move there.

ISRA EL  AN D IT S SE CU RI TY

The other case is the far  more difficult one of Israel. Israel, to pro
tect its own security, has become a factor not only in the local bal
ance of pow’er bu t in the big-power balance between the United States 
and the U.S.S.R. Thus, because of the deep Soviet involvement in 
Egypt, Israe l faces what is a combined Egypt ian-Soviet force across 
the Suez Canal. The United  States, in its avowed policy of not per
mitti ng the balance to be tipped against Is rael, continues to arm Israel 
as a counterforce not only to Arab armies but to the  advance of Soviet 
power in the Middle East.

I know very well, Mr. Chairman,  tha t this is seen as a clear and 
logical policy necessary for American security, by many in the Con
gress and in the country. It  seems to me rather to illustra te the dilemma 
in which we find ourselves.

Israelis raids deep into Egy pt before the ceasefire of 1970, many 
of them with American planes, helped to bring  Soviet combat per
sonnel into Egypt.  Now the upward spiral  of Soviet aid to Egy pt and 
United States  aid  to Israel in ever more powerful and complex weap
ons—it avails little  to argue about who started  it—increases the danger 
tha t if the ceasefire does not hold, the U nited States and the U.S.S.R. 
will draw closer to involvement in hostilities against each other, even 
though tha t is a situation  they both want to avoid.

W ES T EU RO PE  AND ISRA EL

The other par t of the dilemma is tha t our European allies do not 
support the idea tha t I srael is a bastion o f Western streng th prevent
ing the Soviets and thei r Arab clients from overrunning the Middle 
East. They support the aim of bringing about a negotiated  settle
ment between Israel and the Arab States, but are not very sanguine 
of our success in pulling it off unless we can get Israe l to accept the 
principle of withdrawal from occupied territor ies.

The French are openly following a policy of thei r own aimed at 
building their own position in the Arab world, and Britain, Germany, 
and Italy are definitely uneasy about a situation which seems to 
threaten their oil supply. The result is tha t insofar  as they want to 
see Soviet power countered, they do not see military support of Israel, 
while Israel  stands at Suez, as the  righ t of way to do it. There is no 
possibility of the acceptance of Is rael in NATO, certainly not without 
an Arab-Israel sett lement, and probably not then.
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I realize, Mr. Chairman, that  Israe l sees its very existence a t stake, 
and tha t tlie Soviet Union is doing its best to get us to do the job 
of put ting  pressure on Israel  and thus winning a political victory 
for the most belligerent Arabs and for the U.S.S.R. as well.

MIDDLE EAST DILEMMAS

President Sadat’s setting of deadlines and threa ts to sta rt up the 
war do not help the situation. But there is no broad Western policy 
in the Middle East  if  the United S tates and I srael  are alone tryin g to 
hold a m ilita ry position, with the possibility tha t American milita ry 
force in the area would cease to deter and would have to be used, with
out the support of its allies or approval from the U.N.

The State Department’s desperate efforts to get a negotiated set
tlement are justified in the l ight of tha t possibility. This is our t rad i
tional pol icy: to t ry  to get a compromise. But how to get it when we 
have lost our stand ing with the Arabs  and seem to have no real lev
erage with Israel is the question.

Finally, as to policies of the United States  and the West. What is 
indicated on the political  and diplomatic side? F irs t, to keep alive the 
goal of a settlement on the  basis of the U.N. resolution of November 
22, 1967, to which all concerned give lipservice, although they don’t 
agree on what it means or how to bring i t about. I t is hard to see the 
possible success now of outside  attempts to bring the  parties to a com
promise when they are not of a mind to take steps which make com
promise possible.

The Ja rri ng  mission can hardly be revived unless Israel is will ing to 
yield on the te rritoria l question (subject to final agreement on demil i
tarized  zones, guarantees, and so forth, thus  put ting  the Arabs’ pledges 
to the test ). Possibly the United  States  can be more persuasive than 
it has; possibly, too, Israeli  views will change with poli tical change at 
home. But. th e world may have to continue to live with what it has 
had for over 20 years and has now, an unresolved conflict.

NEED FOR TALKS WITH SOVIET UNION

Tha t br ings us to th e second point,  the need to resume serious talks 
with the Soviet Union on the Middle East. Earlie r attempts, we, have 
had no great success to  negotiate with them, and that  b rought decep
tion and recriminations, but  it  is c lear th at if the Arab-Israe l conflict 
cannot be settled it has to be controlled. Only the two superpowers 
can do tha t, but  they  cannot be sure of doing it without some under
standing of the limits of risk, and without an agreement, probably 
tacit, to give prior ity to the ir common interes t in containing the con
flict over thei r separate concerns in the ir respective ties with the con
testing  parties and the ir fears of losing ground  to each other. The 
Soviet leaders have shown a good deal of flexibility in modifying 
the cold war elsewhere and in negotia ting on other outs tanding issues. 
In  the Middle Eas t they have made gains because of the Arab-Israel 
conflict. They will be reluctan t, I  think, to make any agreement or pro
mote any agreement which would really make tha t conflict disappear 
or cease to be the factor tha t it has been. Bu t prudence in controlling 
the conflict would scarcely have that result.
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n eed  FOR GREATER EURO PEAN  ROLE

Third, and for the longer run—and here the argument comes back 
to the question of Western rather th an American policy—Europe has 
not played a role commensurate with its interests in security, polit i
cal re lations with the Middle East, and the supply of oil. Beyond in
dividual national policies, beyond the part icipation of Brit ain  and 
France in four-power talks, there is a new Europe of six, soon to be 
10, which has grea t actual and potential  importance for all Middle »
Eastern and north  African Sta tes, including Israel. A European pres
ence—milita ry (through NATO or later possibly outside it) , pol iti
cal and economic—could help to reduce the rigidity  of the direct So
viet-American confrontation there. •

It  could exert a greater influence on the Arab-Israel problem and 
help to settle or stabilize it, despite the fact tha t I srael now distrusts 
the European powers as promoters of a sellout. And Europe could and 
should take on greater responsibility for what is essentially its own 
vital interest in oil, in which we, of course, have a supportive interest.

Such a Europe,  exer ting influence on its own, would not be a jun ior 
partn er of the United States whom we called upon to share our bur 
dens. I t might cross or compete with some U.S. interests in one way or 
another. The weight of its contribution  to those large r aims which 
Europe and America share, however, would depend largely on its 
ability to be an independent factor and to act as such.

The least the United States should do would be to refra in from 
blocking or undermining tha t assertion of independent interest. It 
could help give substance and reality to our proclaimed desire to have 
someone else help carry the load.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The full text of Mr. Campbell’s statement  appears on p. 177.)
Mr. Hamilton. Thank you. Dr. Campbell.
Mr. Rostow.

STATEMENT OF HON. EUGENE VICTOR ROSTOW, STERLING PRO
FESSOR, YALE UNIVERSITY  LAW SCHOOL AND FORMER UNDER
SECRETARY OF STATE FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS

(The biography of Mr. Rostow appears on p. 188.)
Mr. Rostow. I  am sorry , Mr. Chairman, tha t I was unable to pre 

pare a sta tement for the committee but I  thought I  would talk to these *
problems and answer your questions with regard to them.

Let me say as a former official of the previous administra tion I am 
in favor of a nonpartisan, b iparti san foreign policy. I  have generally 
supported the Nixon adminis tration in its foreign policy moves and, 
if in my remarks here and in response to questions, I  do differ with 
the adminis tration in detail on certain aspects of its handling of the 
Middle Eas t situation, I wish my criticism to be understood in this 
context. Afte r all, even we in our time were capable of making mis
takes. The mistakes to which I may call attention in the  course of my 
remarks do not diminish the basic fact  tha t I am in support of the 
approach that  has so far  been taken.
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MIDDLE EAST CRISIS  AND  NATO

T view the crisis in the Middle Eas t very much as I)r. Campbell does, 
although with some differences in emphasis and detail . In my opinion, 
that  crisis is not a regional quarre l about Israel’s right to exist, but a 
thre at to  NATO.

The Arab -Israel quarre l in itself is a symptom of the  crisis, to my 
way of think ing, and not its cause. With out Soviet support in the 
Arab-Israel  quarre l, and without the process of Soviet penetration 
which is going on throughout the area, and which threatens even wider 
ranges in the area, I  believe the Arab  nat ions would have made peace 
long ago.

The Soviet goal is strategic and tactica l control of the Medi terra
nean basin, the Middle  Ea st and the Persian  Gulf area. On th at basis, 
the Soviets would confront us, and could well hope to drive us out of 
the Mediterranean and force us to dismantle NATO. That is to say, 
their  goal, fundam entally, is to outflank our forces in Europe, and 
at least to neutra lize Europe to bring  it to the status of Finland, 
or something of tha t kind, if not directly to occupy it. Soviet policy 
in the Middle Eas t is therefore a challenge to the relationship of 
Western Europe and of the United States, as it has developed over 
the last 20 years, and thus a threat to  the underlying balance of power 
on which our nationa l security rests.

I think President Pompidou summed up the problem in the Middle 
Eas t and in the Mediterranean basin very well a year  or so ago when 
he said tha t the Soviet presence in the Mediterranean constitutes a 
thre at to the soft underbel ly of Europe and a continuing  Cuban mis
sile crisis.

These are words of tremendous resonance for all of us. I do not 
believe tha t they are exaggerated.

I think the same thou ght is reflected in President  Nixon’s state
ment t hat  he would regard  Soviet dominance in the area as a m atter  
of vi tal concern to the United States and its allies, a statement which 
Dr. Campbell has repeated now, I  thin k very properly.

SOVIET TH RE AT

It  is not so much th at  the Soviet presence in the Mediterranean is 
a thre at of warfare di rectly agains t southern Europe, but it represents 
a policy of political  pressure backed by the thre at of force which 
could well force a political retreat.

Since there is a Soviet threat, it can be deterred only by a firm, 
calm, steady, and credible manifestation of the will of the United  
States, hopefully backed by its NATO allies. T hat  is the only deter
rent  to war that we have in this  imperfect world. The deterrent quality 
of t hat  thre at depends upon the extent to which it is effectively sup
ported. both polit ically and in public opinion.

Public  support for our position can rest only on an understanding 
of what is in fact happening. The Soviet th rea t to outflank our forces 
in Europe, and to force the dismantling of NATO and the neutraliza
tion of Europe, will not be resolved simply by achieving peace be
tween Israel and its neighbors, as devoutly as such a peace is to be
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sou ght and hoped for . There  is. however , no chance of  protec tin g the  
vita l U.S . and NA TO  intere sts  in  t he  a rea as a whole wi tho ut ach iev 
ing a peace between Israe l and i ts ne ighbor s.

Ar ab  ho sti lit y t o t he  existence o f I srae l ha s been used  by  th e Sov iets  
as a  ca talyst to  ra dic alize Ar ab  p olit ics , t o des troy c lasses and regimes  
fri en dly to the  W est , and to weaken ou r influence  in the  area .

SOVTET STRATEGIC INTE RE ST

The  n ature of NATO ’s str ate gic i nteres t in  the M iddle E as t h as been 
well brou gh t ou t by both the  papers von have befo re you th is mo rn
ing. Eu ro pe ’s depe nden ce on Middle Ea ster n oil is a re al ity , and  a 
rea lity th at  is  g oin g t o con tinu e, as M r. Li eh tb lau has  poin ted  o ut, fo r 
at  least  a decade to come.

The str ate gic importance of  the space  of  the  area is al toge ther  ob
vious.  Land-ba sed  planes  threa ten  the  very pos sib ilit y of maintaining  
our fleet in the Me diterr anean. Ou r en tir e str ate gic pos ition is a f
fected bv the  g rowi ng  numb er o f Sov iet naval and ai r bases wi th in  th e 
region.

The Sov iet pene tra tio n of  the are a which  in one sense began in  
1955, has become a massive policy. I t is no longer a m at te r o f taki ng  ad 
vanta ge  of  op po rtu ni tie s on the cheap, of  fei nts  th at  cou ld be with 
drawn  wi tho ut politi ca l cost. I t  is a p olicy t o which the  So vie t Unio n is 
com mit ted, and  to which it has m ade  a lmo st unbelievable investments , 
both  in the  volume of mili ta ry  aid  to Egy pt, and a number of  oth er 
countr ies , and th ro ug h the est ablishm ent of  bases  whi ch are  a m at te r 
of  vit al  concern to the m ili ta ry  au thor iti es  in NA TO .

Soviet pol icv  has no tim eta ble , no fixed  schedule, as Ur . Campbel l 
has  sa id ; bu t it  has gr ea t momentum, nonethe less , an d th at  momen 
tum will not ea sily  be reversed.

M. Cou rve  de Mu rvi lle , the experie nce d Erench Fo reign  Mini ste r, 
has  s aid th at  Sov iet poli cy has co nti nu ity  a nd  mom entum, and  can not  
rea di lv  be de ter red . I t moves fo rw ard,  sometimes ta ki ng  risk s, as in 
the  Cuban  mis sile  cris is, bu t it  moves forw ard , general ly flowing 
aro und obstacles. I t  can be  assumed i t wil l n ot be a lte red  except t hrou gh  
the  con fro ntati on  o f unac cep tab le costs.

THE 19 67 WAR

In  th is  perspec tive , t he 1967 war between Isr ae l and  its Arab ne igh
bors should  be seen no t as an acc ident, bu t as a misca lcu lat ion , which 
is an en tir ely  dif ferent  matter.

The reason fo r the  wa r at th at tim e, I  conclude in ret rospec t, was 
the  f ai lu re  o f the  E gy pt ian cam paign  in t he  Yemen, and t he re fo re  the 
frus trat io n of  Nasse r’s Pa n- Arab pla ns,  his  pla ns  t o dri ve  to  the eas t 
to g ain  control of  th e w eak  sta tes  in  th e Pe rs ian Gu lf,  a nd  o f the  enor
mous oi l reso urces and  s tra teg ic  posi tions invo lved . At  th at  time , N as
ser  cou ld no t tak e con trol  in Lib ya, because we and the Bri ti sh  were  
the re.  The dr ive  to the eas t was a ca refu lly  p lan ned set of  maneuve rs, 
st ar ting  wi th the circul ation by the  Sov iet Un ion  of fal se intell igence  
at  th e hig hest level , to t he  effect th at the Is rael is were about to  at tack  
Sy ria . The fa ta l even ts of  M ay and  Ju ne  1967 were  t rig ge red by th at  
repo rt.
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The U.S. position on the question of  Middle Eastern peace has been 
constant, at least so far as public statements are concerned, since 
June 5. 1967. I t rests on the judgm ent t hat  our nat ional interests  and 
the interests of our allies require tha t peace finally be achieved a fter 
more than 20 years of waiting. Such a peace would fulfill the promises 
of various Security Council resolutions and of the armistice agree
ments of 1949. I t should be a peace f air  to both parties,  a peace which 
would assure the security of Israel and of i ts neighbors equally.

The position of both adminis trations , stated many times by Secre
tary of State Rogers, is th at  we will not recommend any Israe l w ith
drawal from the cease-fire lines of 1967 until there is a complete pack
age deal, an agreement among the parties , fulfilling paragraph  3 of 
the Security Council resolution of November 22,1967. Such an agree
ment would establish a condition of peace, and would deal with all the 
issues of the controversy, as specified in Resolution 242, in accordance 
with the principles  stated in th at resolution.

TH E 19 57 SETTLEMENT

There is considerable concern that the efforts of our Government 
to achieve an interim settlement for Suez might involve some devia
tion from this approach, raising the question whether  we are on the  
road back to  the ideas o f the settlement of 1957, which turned out to  
be such a disaster.

It  is worth recalling  th at settlement of 1957, because it is the  imme
diate background of the Security  Council resolution and of the posi
tions which were taken both in the General Assembly and in the Se
curity  Council in 1967 and the reafte r.

In  1957, the United States, acting as broker, negotiated  an under
standing between Egyp t and Is rael, in terms of which Israel agreed to 
withdraw its forces altogether from Sinai, Sharm el-Sheik, and from 
the Gaza Str ip in re turn  for certain assurances. Those assurances were 
not written down in any one document, but  are represented in a sce
nario  of public statements, designed to protec t Nasser from seeming 
to negotiate w ith Is rael.

TH E 19 57  UNDERSTANDINGS

The understanding of 1957 included these elements: Th at there be 
freedom of navigation  through the S tra it of Ti ran and the Suez Ca nal; 
that  if the United Nations Forces placed in the  Sinai, Sharm el-Sheik, 
and the Gaza Str ip were to be withdrawn, the Secretary  of the 
United Nations would undertake a series of consultations and negotia
tions to preven t any rap id or precipita te movement in th at ar ea ; tha t 
the S tra it of T iran would be kept  open in any event as a marit ime out
let for Israel to the south ; and tha t peace would be made.

It  was clearly understood and stated  in that succession of state
ments tha t if force were used to close the Str ait  of Tiran to Israel  
shipping, Israel would be justified in using force under article 51 of 
the char ter in over turnin g such use of force by Egypt  to close the 
strai t. In  other words, the closing of the strait  would be regarded as 
a blockade, an act of force violating  ar ticle 2, section 4.
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Al l the term s of  the  1957 unde rs tand ing were v iolate d one by one, th e final stag es being  tak en  in  May  of  1967 when the  U.N . forces were prec ip ita tel y with draw n at  the  reques t of  th e Gover nment  of  the  Uni ted Arabian  Repub lic,  and forc e was used  to close the S tr ai t of  Ti ran.
Tn o ther  words , a s officials o f our Gover nm ent  said  a t t he  tim e, th ose  vio lat ion s of  t he  1957 agreem ent  cut ou r th ro at  from ea r to ear . Tha t experience , I  believe,  led the Un ite d Sta tes , th e West ern  nat ion s, and the Un ite d Na tions major ity  to tak e the firm pos itio n th at  Isr ae l sho uld  not  be asked to move from  the  cease-fire lines un til  the  pa rti es  reache d an agreem ent  of  1967 d ea lin g wi th all  the issues in the controversy  and es tab lishin g peace.

CURRENT TALKS FOR INT ERIM SETTLEMENT

Th e question rai sed  abo ut our prese nt effo rts to secure an int erim plan  fo r Suez  may involve a dev iat ion  from th is  course. Suc h a plan  might  req uir e Isr ae l to wi thdraw  fro m the cease- fire lines  before  an agreem ent  of  peace  is made . In  th at  sense, they  const itu te a problem to be faced, a problem to  be faced wi th the utm ost seriousness .
Dr . Cam pbe ll re fe rre d to the mi sund ers tan din gs , or  d iffering  views tak en  by some as to the meaning of  the  Se cu rity Council  resolu tion  °f November 22, 1967, and the his tor y of  ou r effo rts since the fa ll of 1967 to achieve an agreem ent  of  the pa rti es  im ple me nti ng  th at  reso lution.
I do not my sel f belie ve th at  there arc  misu nd ers tan din gs  or rea l diffe rences of  opinion abo ut wh at the resolu tion means. But  I  fu lly  agree wi th Dr . Campbel l th at  t he re  i s absolu tely  no po liti ca l al te rn ativ e at  thi s t ime t o wo rking  under th e resolu tion and t ry in g to achieve its  im plementa tion. Tha t r eso luti on rep res ents one o f th e r ar e m ome nts when we an d the  Sov iet Un ion  agreed . I t  was no t pu t th ro ug h the  Se curity Council  un til  all  the pa rti es  to the confl ict ha d ass ure d us they  would coo perate  w ith  D r. Ja rr in g  in  c ar ry ing out  th e resolution . We  sim ply  hav e no alt erna tiv e politi ca l fra me fo r seek ing a se ttlement, and  a set tlement,  above all, th at  wou ld res ult  in  peace betw een Isr ae l a nd  it s A rab neighbo rs.

OBSTACLES TO IMPLEM ENT ING  U.N.  RESOLUTION 242

Air. Rosenthal. W ha t is ho lding  up  imple me nta tio n of th at  resolu tion  ?
Mr. Rostow. W ha t is ho ldi ng  it  up  has been,  un til  very recent ly,  the refusal of  the Uni ted Ar ab  Republic to agree eit he r to make an agreem ent  of  peace  as req uir ed  by the resolu tion , or  to agree  to  any  pract ica l pro ced ure  fo r ne go tia tin g on th e specific issues  th at are  mentioned in th e r eso lut ion  as req ui rin g agreement .
Pres iden t Sa da t has recent ly sa id th at he  is rea dy  to make peace with Isr ae l, and Kin g Hu sse in has said he is rea dy  to fol low  E gypt’s lead in th is reg ard . But  th us  far  i t has been impossible  to  r eac h ag reement on any pro ced ure  fo r ne go tia tin g the specif ic ter ms  of  such  an agre eme nt. That,  br ings  us to the question of  wi thdraw al , to which  Dr . C ampbe ll a llud ed.



149

The resolution requires Israe li withdrawal  from “territo ries occupied in the course of the recent conflict.” It  does not require with
drawal from all the terri tories occupied in the recent conflict. Efforts in the Security Council to amend tha t resolution by putt ing in the word “the,” or equivalent, language, were all beaten down.

The reason for tha t the question of withdrawal is so difficult is not 
semantic; it is fundamental. It  deals with political  and security prob
lems of great moment. The Israelis wanted to negotiate from the 
cease-fire lines. The U.S. position, th e position of the majority in the  Assembly and the Security Council, and the position taken ultimately, 
I believe, by the Security Council itself  in Resolution 242, is the same 
as the position taken in 1949 in the armistice agreements. It  was p ro
vided in terms in those documents tha t the armistice demarcation 
lines do not constitute political boundaries, and they can be modified by agreement as part of the trans ition  from armistice to peace.

The Government of Israel has said publically and assured us over 
and over again tha t its interest  in  these questions is an interest in security, not in territories as such.

JU ST IF IC A T IO N  FO R CH ANGES  IN  BO UND AR IES

Under the Security Council resolution, there are two ideas put for 
ward as justification for changes in boundaries, one is to guarantee  
maritime rights in the waterways of the region, t hat  is, in the Str ait  
of Tiran and the Suez C ana l; and the other is to guarantee the secu
rity of the recognized boundaries tha t would emerge from the process of peacemaking. The security arrangements for those boundaries, the 
resolution says, could include demilitarized zones.

Those arrangements, including ways of guaranteeing maritime 
rights and providing security for the new secure and recognized 
boundaries which the resolution calls for, are subjects on which the parties  have to agree. No one can agree for them. It  is impossible to 
conceive of negotiations on such delicate matters taking  place through competing newspaper interviews, or even throu gh the good offices of 
go-betweens.

In  other words, there  has to be a conference of the parties  in the presence, presumably of Ambassador Jar rin g, like the conference tha t 
reached the armistice agreements of 1949.

Thus far it has been impossible to get Egy ptia n agreement to the convocation of such a conference. We had thought at various times, 
in the spring of 1968 and other times, tha t we were very close to 
achieving that result. But we did not do so. At the  last moment on each 
such occasion. President  Nasser withdrew.

In  1968, and again more recently, the United States  has indicated 
tha t in such a conference of peace, so f ar  as Egypt is concerned, it would support the retu rn to Egy ptia n sovereignty of the full Sinai 
Peninsula. But in 1968 that proposition  was based on the principle 
tha t the Sinai Peninsula be completely demilitarized.

The legitimate  security interes ts of Israel,  which has had to fight twice to open the Str ait  of Tiran, would be best assured by complete 
demilitarization of the Sinai, whereas the political interests of the
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United  Arab Republic, or as i t now is, tlie A rab Republic of Egypt, 
would be met through a re turn  of these territo ries ul timately to Egyp
tian  control through a withdrawal of Is rael i troops.

PH ASE D W IT HDRAW AL SE TTLEM EN T

1 myself have reached the  conclusion, in view of the anxieties and 
fears and threa ts of the last 20 years, and the history  of the last 20 
years, tha t such a solution is feasible i f it takes place in stages, sub
ject to a timetable agreed to in advance which m ight require a good 
many years  to carry out. Under  such a timetable, gra dual  wi thdrawal 
would result or could result, hopefully, in the achievement of condi
tions of genuine peace between Israel and Egypt. Achieving th at s tate 
would also be a condition for moving to the final stages of the timetable.

The actual problems of peacemaking between Israel and Jord an are 
more complex than  those between Israe l and Egy pt because of the 
nature of the armistice demarcation lines of  1949, and of course, the 
overriding problem of Jerusalem.

But I thin k the key to the entire problem is the Egyptian settle
ment, and I rath er suppose th at no other party can make peace until 
Egy pt decides to do so. When you look at the actual issues between the 
parties, they seem pathetic and trivia l. It  is hard to believe that they 
are issues th at might precipitate another war. But from the point of 
view of Israel  the primary problem in  the  Sinai area is security , not 
terri tory.  T hat  was the premise on which the Security Council resolu
tion was built. And tha t is the kind of solution which the Security 
Council resolution contemplates.

The effort has gone on fo r a very long time, ever since June of 1967, 
and thus far, for the reasons I have given, Mr. Rosenthal, in my ju dg
ment it has not yet reached fruition. Fundamentally, the Egyptian 
position has been very obvious, and it has been backed by the Soviet 
Union diplomatically,  and through enormous supplies of arms and 
advisers and other military help.

WAR  OF ATTRIT IO N

The diplomacy of peace has gone through various stages. In  A pril 
1969, Nasser proclaimed a war of attri tion . He denounced the cease
fire agreements which he had agreed to accept in June of 1967 until 
peace was made. For reasons I  cannot explain, the U.S. Government 
and its  allies did  not react strongly. There was no attempt on our p art  
to obtain from the Security Council a resolution which called on the 
parties  to meet in a conference to make peace. We remained passive. 
The war of attr ition turned out, of course, to be not only a crime but 
a folly. Tha t fact led ultimately to the success of Secretary Rogers’ 
effort to get a temporary cease-fire in 1970, and to the efforts which 
are now in train .

TH REA T TO EU RO PE

The reali ty of the Soviet th rea t to Europe is apparent, I think, in 
the natu re of Soviet positions in the Middle Eas t and the ir implica
tions. They call into question, now even more vividly than  in 1967, 
the implications  of the Eisenhower resolution of 1957. When Dr.
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Campbell reviewed our national interest in the field, I  am sure he in
advertently omitted reference to tha t extremely impor tant statement, 
which goes beyond the statement of individual Presidents, or Secre
taries of State as a commitment of national policy. You will recall 
tha t when there was considerable movement in the Senate and in the  
House a y ear or so ago to rescind outstanding  congressional authori
zations to the P resid ent to  use force in various situations, the  sponsors 
of those moves decided, after reviewing the situation, not to touch 
the Eisenhower Middle Eastern  resolution of 1957, which had been re
iterated by the Congress in 1961.

I think that now, more obviously than in 1967, we are dealing with 
countries which could properly be called countries under the control 
of international communism, in the language of tha t resolution.

The problem of NATO and the problem of effective European action 
to suppo rt the defense of Europe in this process, of which Dr. Camp
bell spoke, is a most troublesome matter. It  is pa rt of a larg er problem 
the Uni ted S tates has had to face since 1945 or 1947.

It  should be recalled that in 1967, a fter a year's study, the NATO 
Council unanimously passed a resolution calling upon NATO to de
velop not only as a mili tary  but as a political entity. Tha t resolution 
established machinery for consultation, and for the harmonization of 
political policy in  the Mediter ranean and other areas both within the 
NATO treaty, and outside it.

EURO PEAN  WILL TO ACT IN  AREA

There has been a problem of will both on our side and on the side 
of Europe. If  I  can r efer to page 10 of Dr. Campbell’s excellent state
ment, I believe two forces are at work here. The first is the generic 
problem of allied policy since 1945, a process through which we were 
helping  to reconstruct Europe and Jap an, to restore the ir social and 
political lives and the ir social and political  self-confidence so tha t in 
the end, in due course, they would be able to take their place with us 
in joint and collective efforts to protect our joint  and collective na
tional interests.

Tha t has been a slow process apart  from the formation of NATO 
itself. It  has been slow for a number of reasons, p artic ular ly for a 
reason tha t Dr. Campbell didn’t mention. In  my experience it is a 
reason which seems more and more essential, and tha t is the implacable 
nature of the nuclear threat and the development of nuclear technology 
in the last 20 years.

WE STERN INT ER DE PEND EN CE

There is now no way—well, let me put it this way, Europe and 
Jap an are now more dependent on the United States in the security 
field, despite the ir recovery, than was the case 20 years ago. The rea
son for  th at is th at the Soviet Union and ourselves are now possessed 
of nuclear weapons on such a scale as to make independent defense for 
Europe and J apan  inconceivable for the near future , wi thout the pro
tection of the American nuclear umbrella.

To my way o f thinking, tha t interdependence in defense precludes 
the evolution of the kind of autonomous th ird-force separate  policy
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for Europe or Jap an which is implicit in the last page of Dr. Camp
bell’s paper. On the contrary, our interdependence in the security field 
requires the steady development of methods of consultation and of 
harmonizat ion of policy, and the development of joint policies con
templated by the Harmel resolution of 1967.

One of the grounds on which I should criticize the administration 
is that it has so far  fa iled to use the NA TO organization as a vehicle 
for harmonizing and concerting allied policy both in Europe, and out
side the NATO area, as well. „

The Harmel resolution contemplates tha t there might be a group 
of NATO members who would wish to take pa it in such consultations 
in order  to harmonize and concert thei r policies. Under the  resolution, 
they could act within NATO even though all the NATO members did «
not do so.

T II E  OXLY  ALT ER NATI VE

Therefore, I see no alternat ive in view of the natu re of the national 
interests tha t are at stake, and of the threat to the entire balance of 
power which is implicit in the Soviet policy of expansion in the Mid
dle East, but to continue to do what we have done, to hold the line 
alone, pending the rallying of Europe and Jap an to us in security 
measures as well as in economic matters  and in aid programs: tha t is 
to say, to build on the  sense of collective responsibility which has been 
so manifest in the las t 15 years in the field of trade and monetary policy 
and aid tha t does not yet exist in the field of collective security. One 
of the chief problems that our foreign policy faces, and will continue to 
face is a steady effort to build tha t sense of collective cooperation in 
the field of security as well as in the economic areas and in the area 
of aid.

How do we maintain  the kind of steady, calm, deterrent posture 
which Dr. Campbell and T both believe must be the basis for our posi
tion in the Middle East? T think  it has to rest on the  taking  of clear, 
fai r positions—positions fail- to all the parties—sticking to them, and 
making sure tha t in tha t process there be no ambiguities, and there be 
no hope of persuading us to repeat th e mistakes we made in 1957, that 
is, that we insist tha t peace must be made by the parties  and make it 
clear tha t all alternatives to peace involve totally unacceptable risks. *

SU PPLY  OF  PH A N T O M S

In tha t connection I might mention the great issue of the supply  of *
Phantoms and other mili tary equipment to Israel.

It  is a relatively new problem, as fa r as the United States  is con
cerned, because until  1967 we were not the p rimary suppliers of Israel 
in the military field. I thin k we tend to anguish too much on such 
questions. The question of military equipment, in my judgment, should 
be handled routinely as an issue of security; we should not allow it 
to be involved and embroiled in political  discussions. We have made 
the mistake of falling in with the argument tha t withholding planes 
from Israel  would obtain political cooperation from Egy pt in imple
menting the resolution. That has never been true , and there is no rea 
son to suppose it would be true a t this  time.
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But a pattern of willingness on our p art  to yield to these arguments  
and threa ts has created a s ituation in which security issues are at the 
mercy of impalpable political h ints, on which we cannot obtain deliv
ery. I  should recommend tha t the issue of mili tary  supplies be treated 
in a much crisper way, without attem pting  to use i t on one side or the 
other for obtain ing political concessions which have never come from 
such moves in any event.

CONCL USI ONS

It  seems to me, to conclude, then, that a strong,  steady policy backed 
by calm force is the only way to head off the risks of war in the Mid
dle East,  which are very grave risks, indeed. In tha t connection, I 
fully agree with Dr. Campbell tha t the fleet must be main tained and 
modernized, and forces be p ut at the ready, mobile forces in Europe  
and elsewhere, so tha t we are in a position to meet any crisis tha t 
emerges and thus deter the possibility of a crisis emerging.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SE CR ET AR Y ROGERS7 U .N . SPEECH

Mr. Hamilton. To each of you, gentlemen, we express our appre
ciation for excellent statements.

Dr. Campbell and Dr. Rostow, Secretary Rogers in  his recent speech 
to the United  Nations seemed to  place exclusive emphasis on the  in
terim  approach, the inter im effort a t a peace agreement. He seemed to 
say U.S. policy was going to be directed solely in tha t direction. Now, 
both of you ta lk about a lot of other things . You ta lk about the Jar
ring  mission; you, Dr. Campbell, t alked  about consultations with  the 
Soviet Union. You are obviously not thinking of the interim settle
ment as an exclusive goal of American policy, and  I  take it you have a 
very deep difference of opinion as to where the energies of the U.S. 
foreign policy mechanism ought to be direc ted at this  point.

Have you given up on the interim settlement  idea? Is tha t an im
prope r thr ust  for  American policy at this  time ?

Mr. Campbell. Fo r my purposes, Mr. Chairman, I  would think not. 
I would thin k it  is quite prope r, and have long thought, even before 
it was seriously undertaken by the executive branch, tha t attempts 
should be made to break the ice to some degree if one could get parti al 
settlements which went in the direction of the general settlement 
which is laid  out by the U.N. resolution. Separation of the forces at the 
Suez Canal fron t and the possible opening of the Suez Canal itself 
seem to me legitimate objectives of  policy so long as these steps were 
not undertaken in a way which would inter fere  with the progress to
ward a more comprehensive package settlement which we have al
ways supported.

I thin k the grea t difficulties have become evident, tha t the Israeli 
and Egyptian  positions are as far apart  on the interim settlement 
question as on the broader question, and there fore tha t what seemed 
like possibilities of bring ing them together, seem to me ra ther remote 
at the present time.

The reason I didn ’t concentrate on inter im settlement is because 
in the long term, I  th ink  it  is a phase rather  than something which is

7 0 -2 1 4 — T i l l
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likely to be accomplished in the near future, and I wanted to put  the 
emphasis on the broader aim of moving toward something which 
would be more than that mere, partia l settlement.

Mr. Rostow. I don’t recall in detail, but I thought tha t Secretary 
Rogers in his United Nations address had said that of course our 
goal was the ultimate  implementation of the United Nations resolu
tion, but that in the meantime we could perhaps make progress to
ward an in terim settlement.

E M PH A SIS  ON  IN T E R IM  SE TTLEM EN T

Mr. H amilton. I sn’t it true, Professor Rostow, that  almost all of 
the energies of the U.S. Government today with rega rd to a Middle 
East settlement, are going into the interim settlement? There is 
nothing going on today tha t I know of with respect to conversations 
with the Soviet Union and Ambassador Jar ring.

Almost exclusively we are direct ing our Middle Eas t settlement 
efforts toward the in terim settlement.

Mr. Rostow. I live in New Haven, and I don’t know what goes on 
in the White House and the State Depar tment, so I can’t comment on 
tha t remark.

But I would remind you, Mr. Chairman, tha t the idea of this plan 
emerged from remarks made publicly by President Sadat and General 
Dayan. We seized on those suggestions and moved forward to see 
whether they opened a possibility for progress.

From the Israeli point  of view and from the Egyptian point  of 
view, an interim settlement would have great attract ions. What we 
don’t know, and shouldn’t know, is how much ta lk is going on behind 
the scenes, which would make an interim settlement compatible with 
the overall goal of an agreement under paragraph 3 of the Security 
Council resolution.

It  may be tha t this is all tha t President Sada t feels he can do a t 
this  time. We should certainly encourage him to move forward at 
whatever pace is politically possible for him.

I have said in print that I assume tha t U.S. policy is still what it 
was before; tha t is, tha t no Israe li withdrawals would be recommended 
until  there was an unders tanding on all aspects of the  resolution.

Tha t is the reason why the question of moving troops, Egyp tian 
troops, across the canal is so sensitive. Such steps would immediately 
pose the question of u ltimate policy. Once troops move over, it is very 
hard to move them back. The issue raises the question of what the 
ultimate settlement would be, whether the whole of the Sinai is to be 
demilitar ized, or only par tially so.

The implications of the decision go very fa r toward settling the 
ultimate question of Sharm el-Sheik.

U .S . IN TERPRETA TIO N S OF  U .N . RE SO LU TI ON 2 42

Mr. H amilton. In  your view, is Resolution 242 consistent with 
Secretary Rogers’ comments about insubstantial border rectifications ?

Mr. Rostow. Yes. Those are phrases tha t we used. too.
Mr. H amilton. So you don’t see any differences in his inte rpretation  

of that  lesolution and your own?
Mr. R ostow. No; I  have read most of his statements on tha t subject, 

and many of  them were derived from language tha t we ourselves used



155

very carefully, tha t those changes “should not represent the weight of 
conquest.”

Tha t was used in a speech by President  Johnson in September  1968, 
here in Washington.

WITHDRAWAL BY STAGES

Air. Hamilton. I noticed your reference almost in a passing way 
to the possibility of withd rawals in stages, and you felt tha t this 
held some promise for a solution to this matter. I thin k you also 
said tha t this might occur over a very long period of time.

What would t rigger  the withdrawals; what things  would have to 
happen before you would move to the next stage of withdrawals?

Mr. Rostow. Well, I should think that conditions for each step 
would be agreed upon in  advance. In  the  end, the key condition would 
have to be the realization  of a condition of peace between the nations.

Mr. Hamilton. Who would make the determination of whether or 
not the conditions had been met?

Mr. Rostow. Well, in the nature of things, I suppose each party 
to an international agreement  retains  the ultimate right to inte rpre t it. This par ticu lar conflict of course, has been peculiarly within the 
ambit of the United Nations ever since 1947, and United Nations 
recommendations and resolutions, especially those of the Security  Council would have a great deal of weight.

Mr. H amilton. Do you envisage an agreement signed by the parties 
here providing for these staged withdrawals over a period of time?

Air. Rostow. Yes. I  thin k the language tha t Secretary Rogers used 
in Jan uary of 1970 is—I thin k I have it here somewhere, provided 
I can find it—is very firm. He said that we have never recommended— 
wait a minute, maybe this is it. “We have never suggested any with
drawal,” and th is appears  in volume 62, Department of  State Bullet in, page 218:

We th ink the security arrangements would be left to the parties  to negot iate, writt en agreement tha t satisfied all aspects of the Security Council resolution. In other words, we have never suggested tha t a withdrawal occur before there was a contractual agreement entered into by the parties, signed by the partie s in each others presence, an agreement tha t would provide full assurances to Israel tha t the Arabs would admit tha t Israe l had a right to exist in peace.In the past  the Arabs have never been able to do tha t and, if tha t could be done, we think it  would be a tremendous boon to the world.
We th ink the security arrangements  would be left to the parties to negotiate.
I  fully  agree with the  Secre tary’s statement. It  represents the con

tinuous policy position of the U.S. Government since Ju ne 1967.
Mr. Hamilton. Dr. Campbell, your statement on page 10 is tha t 

Europe has not played a role commensurate with its interests in the Aliddle East. Why not ?
Air. Campbell. Air. Chairman, could I say a few words on the in

terim settlement which you raised, before turn ing  to that?
Mr. Hamilton. You surely may.

INTERIM  SETTLEMENT

Air. Campbell. I thin k this would add to the picture. You said 
there seemed to  be a strong concentration on that effort rather  than  
the more comprehensive one. I think th is is par tly  a result  of the fact 
that  the  J ar rin g mission is now stalled , at least for the moment, and
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Ambassador Ja rri ng  has not gotten a responsive reply from Israel 
to his letter sent in February of this year, and he has given up for 
the moment and nobody has found a way to get him going again.
So, in order to  maintain the momentum of some kind  of negotiation,
I think  we have put emphasis on try ing  to get a lesser arrangement, 
part icularly  in light  of the  fac t th at we had a cer tain judgment about 
the situation in Egy pt and wanted to take advantage  of what seemed 
to be a grea ter disposition on the pa rt of Sadat , as compared to 
Nasser, to talk  about the possibilities of settlement in a more serious «
way which might  make possible some concessions on both sides.

The second point has to do with the question which Professor Ros- 
tow mentioned of no withdrawals unti l the comprehensive settlement 
is agreed upon and signed. I f  the  Israe lis themselves were wil ling to •make an agreement for  partial withdrawal  and with no Egyptian 
forces coming across the canal and some kind of neutra lized area in 
between, we would not necessarily be prejudic ing th at earlie r position, 
it semes to me, and at the same time we would enable both sides to 
say something has  been accomplished in the way o f an agreement.

Mr. Rostow. I agree with that.

Europe’s role in  middle east

Mr. H amilton. Mr. Lichtb lau h as pointed ou t to us how dependent 
Europe is on Middle Eas t oil and really much more so than we are, 
and yet they don’t seem to display the same type of in terest  as we do 
in the security problems here. Why not ?

They are the ones whose necks are on the chopping block.
Mr. Campbell. This is quite correct and I  mentioned earlier tha t 

they have rath er made a distinct ion between the mili tary  questions 
and their  assurances of a supply of oil. F or example, i f you look a t 
the Brit ish milit ary position over th e years in the Pers ian Gulf  and 
in surrounding areas, Aden and elsewhere, th at position was largely 
maintained with the idea tha t it was necessary fo r the security of oil 
supplies from the Persia n Gulf.

But under the constriction of budgetary requirements, their in
ability, as they thought, to maintain the kind of mili tary position they 
had had before, and with the tremendous difficulties they had dealing *
with local National ists in th at area, the B ritish have reached the con
clusion, I  think both the Briti sh oil companies and the Brit ish Gov
ernment, t ha t they did not require an impressive mili tary  presence in 
tha t area in order to get oil. What  they required was a state of rela- *
tions with the oil producing countries which would be based largely 
on economics, the assurance of  a market for the producing countries 
and the assurance of access to oil for the consuming countries in 
Europe. They felt tha t they had the basis there for a continuing re
lationship which military force wouldn’t have a great deal of effect 
on even if they had it there.

At the same time, I  thin k there is another factor,  in the Mediter
ranean at any rate, and tha t is th at  they knew the United States  had 
military force in the area, and the  fac t is that it provided  the counter
balance to the Russian force.

This may be less t rue in the Pers ian Gulf and the Ind ian  Ocean, 
where nobody seems to be takin g the  place the Britis h held in the  past.
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Mr. Rostow. Could I add to tha t answer ?
Mr. Hamilton. Yes, please do.
Mr. R ostow. I talked with all the foreign ministers involved in all 

the European countries in 1967, 1968, and 1969 on this question. There 
is no lack of awareness in the European governments of the vital im
portance of the Middle East to thei r security, and I quoted President 
Pompidou’s powerful statement  in the opening of mv remarks here 
today.

What there is, as Dr. Campbell brings out, is a general reluctance 
in Europe to take an independent stand because the Soviet Union is 
involved and therefore nuclear power is involved.

That  k ind of th reat can only be matched by the United  States and, 
therefore, the political risks within Europe of taking an active or 
forward position weigh heavily. For  example, the Germans have a 
grea t stake in their Ostpolitick .

The French have pursued a somewhat independent policy, although 
as Dr. Campbell has indicated on the naval question, not nearly so 
independent as it has seemed. But other states in Europe  are both hound 
and paralyzed  by their own interna l political situations, by their  
hopes, in the case of Germany, for some k ind of settlement in Berlin 
and in Eastern Europe generally , and by the kind of paralysis tha t 
pervades European foreign policy because of th eir nuclear impotence.

u . s .  ROLE

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Frelinghuysen ?
Mr. Frelinghuysen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would l ike to congra tulate  the three witnesses and. before I ask 

any questions, I  would like to make a mild complaint. It  seems to me 
what we have had is a diet of testimony, or we could call it a flood, 
with no oppor tunity to par ticip ate in a discussion, which I think might 
have been useful.

I have been alternate ly very in terested and bored to death,  prim arily 
because there has been no opportu nity  to break in, and break th is dis
cussion into reasonable segments.

It  is too bad t ha t the format is the way it is. I t doesn't lend itself to 
an easy discussion of big problems. I have been interested, part icu
larly in the last part of the discussion, about what is the role of the 
United States and why Europe hasn’t done more in pushing for 
settlement.

Dean Rostow says it is because they are vir tually paralyzed  because 
they are nonnuclear powers. I  would think tha t is not too strong an 
argument. Nuclear powers are not going to  use their  nuclear  power, so 
it really is irrelevant to the ir usefulness as movers and shakers, I 
would think.

In  other words, i t does seem to me tha t the United  States  has done 
its share and I thin k perhaps we are too critical  about what our share 
has been. It  seems to me we should take a reasonable degree of pride  
in the fact tha t we have at least been the ones to provide some move
ment in what seems to be a situation t ha t can be with us indefinitely, 
but which does provoke tensions which could precipitate a crisis down 
the road.
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Dr . Cam pbe ll says th at  p oss ibly  t he  Un ite d State s can  be more pe r
sua sive th an  it  has. We ll, I am no t s ure  wh eth er th at  i s a reflection , a 
cr iti ci sm  o f U.S. poli cy. Is  there som eth ing  we haven’t done correctly?tkMo re persu asive ,” I  pre sum e, means more per sua sive wi th  Isr ae l. Dean Rostow soun ds as if  we are be in^  too per suasive, we are  be ing  
ask ed to  undermine  ou r own clea r posit ion  about wha t is a fa ir  se ttle
ment.  So we can be ca ug ht  off base in being persua sive I  w ould t hink .

In  ot he r words, you  two  gentl emen seem to be ar gu in g wi th each  
othe r abou t wh at is an  ap pr op riat e role  fo r the Uni ted Sta tes . 

UN ITED  STATES AND  SOVIET ROLES

I  am  no t sure if  Dr . Campbel l is bein g a cr iti c of  wh at we hav e 
been  t ry in g to  do. He  says th er e is a need  to  resu me se riou s ta lks wi th  
the Sovie t Union on the Middle Ea st.  W ell, of  course, it  w ould be nice 
if  we cou ld do th at . We  are  no t prev en tin g serious  ta lks wi th the  
Sovie t Union . Dr.  Campbel l him self admi ts th at  the  Sov iets  pro bably  
see ce rta in  advanta ges in not ha ving  a fu ll set tlem ent . I wou ld su p
pose th a t there is al read y a ta ci t agree ment of  some kind  th at  the 
major  pow ers don’t wan t to  see  a major  wa r break ou t in  t he  a rea , so 
we d on ’t need  to t al k abo ut t ha t.

W ha t I  wou ld assume we would  l ike to do, if  we could, wou ld be to 
find  a way to ta lk  with  the  Sovie t Un ion  to see if  we cou ld lim it th e arm s race . We  do not wa nt  t o define it  m ore sh arpl y as an  arm s race .

I  th in k we ten d, so fa r as I ge t an ythi ng  o ut  of th is  morning ’s dis
cuss ion,  we ten d to min imize th e sign ifica nce of  wha t we are  doing. 
Pe rh ap s we u ndere stima te,  o r acc ept  as  inev itab le,  the  f ac t t hat  ot hers 
ar en ’t being  as h elpful  a s th ey cou ld be. Pe rh ap s thi s i s th e reason why  
we h ave serious  p roblems.

Thi s is a  lo ng response.
Dr. Cam pbe ll, on page 6 of yo ur  sta tem ent, you  ta lk  about the de

sir ab ili ty  o f prev en tin g adventu rous  S oviet  moves. Ho w cou ld anyone 
prev en t the m if  the Sov iets  wan t to engage  in  adventu rous  moves? 
I  am n ot  qui te sure  wh at  such  moves  are , bu t how can we pr ev en t them  ?

You say  at  an othe r po int , an d let  me pu t two  th ings  to yo u:  On 
page 7 you said the  U .S.S.R.  have sa id th ei r f leet wou ld bloc k a no ther  
in terv en tio n by the  U ni ted State s in L eba non if  a ne ed sho uld  develop.

Do y ou th in k th at  case can be made th at  the presence of  the  Sov iet 
Fl ee t would  block such a move on ou r pa rt? Vice  versa, wou ld we be 
able to  preven t a move  by the  Sovie ts because of ou r presence in the 
Med ite rra ne an  if  they  dec ided  to move? We were  unabl e to move in  
H un ga ry  when the y decided  t o move. It  is ce rta in ly  a que stio n mark.  
Th e presence of  an othe r power is pe rhap s a form* of re st ra in t bu t I  
wo nder if  i t does block anything . And  how can you prev en t a dv en tu r
ous moves b y eit he r side  ?

BIG POW ER MOVES

Mr. Campbell. Y ou rai se sev era l questions and I  don’t know 
whe ther  y ou wa nt me to  res pond to  t he  las t ones first , or  all  of  the m,  
or  some.

A t an y ra te , let  me beg in a t the  end  of  yo ur  rem ark s and say
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tha t I regard this question of rest rain t of adventurous moves on the 
Russian side as a question of deference, really. It  is a question of the 
degree, the point at which decisions may go one way or the o ther, and 
thus the presence of another large force—as the Russians see it, a 
Russian force—say, would prevent our landing as we did in Lebanon 
in 1958.

Our naval people say they wouldn’t at a ll ; that if we had to, we 
would do the same thing again.

On the other hand, I do think the existence of two forces there 
which make, obviously, a risky situa tion on the pa rt of anyone under
taking a milit ary operation, would cause second thoughts.

Similar ly, I thin k the point of our having a 6th Flee t in the 
Mediterranean  from this standpoint is in order  not to give the Rus
sians free rein to exert milit ary pressure on political situations by 
virtue  of the fact tha t they alone would have the mi litary  force which 
could be visible to those concerned who were making the decision. It  
is a question of a balance which would incline both sides toward 
greater caution in unde rtak ing that  kind of a policy.

I wasn’t thinking  so much of our intervening in case the Russians 
attempted to apply mili tary  force, bu t that they would, in considering 
the  risks of such movement, have to take into account tha t they might 
come into a clash with us.

Another po int you brought up, Congressman Frelinghuysen, had to 
do with my suggestion that fur the r negotiations with Russians might 
be useful on this point. It  is my impression that we have more or less 
largely because we achieved nothing very much when we ta lked to 
them previously, and because whenever we have posed the question of 
joint agreement on limita tion of arms to the two sides, they have shied 
away from the question and said, “Only when the Israel is get out 
of occupied terr itory,” will they tal k about limit ing arms.

On the other hand, there is no question tha t the continuing danger  
of the situation , a w ar or something serious aris ing from it, is there , 
and the Russians are concerned about it, as we are, and maybe even 
more concerned, pe rhaps, because they are in a vulnerable position in 
Egyp t.

Yes, there  is a tacit agreement th at  nobody wants war and, if  hosti l
ities began, I am sure the hotline would be used, and there would 
be an a ttem pt on both side s: “Let’s control the dangers here, let’s no t 
get involved ourselves.” But it remains a situation where perhaps 
tha t general tacit  agreement is no t enough, and it seems to  me there  
are possibilities tha t we and  the Russians could perhaps  agree on more 
concrete questions concerning control of delivery of certain armaments 
to both sides and giving  certain kinds of advice to both sides which 
would decrease the possibility tha t they themselves would create a 
milit ary situat ion which would very great ly increase the danger of 
Soviet and, therefore, American involvement.

As to the first point which you raised respecting our possibly being 
more persuasive, yes, I  was talking about Israe l, and par tly because 
it seems to me there  is a rather  strong  opinion on the pa rt of not 
only France, but in Weste rn Europe generally, t hat  the United States 
has not exercised as much pressure or persuasion on Israel as it 
could have.
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France’s role

Mr. F relinghuysen. The French are the best backseat drivers I know, but I don’t t hink  they have been too useful in th is area. I  don’t think we have to be concerned too much about their attitude.
I guess when Dean Rostow gets a chance to rebut he may say we 

are going at this too vigorously.
Mr. Campbell. I think there is a difference. We agree on many 

things but we don’t agree on this.
My position is th at the Israe lis’ rather  tough policy at the moment 

is making it difficult for us to get the Jarri ng  mission reconstituted 
and going again, and this is one of the factors in the picture,  and I 
thin k our position has perhaps been more rigid  than it needed to be on thei r side.

Mr. Rostow. I think  you have raised, Congressman, a number of points and I greatly  sympathize with your boredom in hear ing pre
pared statements read.

Mr. Frelinghuysen. It  hasn’t been all boredom, I must admit. I have been interested mostly, rather  than bored.

PR OT EC TION  OF U .S . IN TE REST S

Air. Rostow. I always prefer a more informal kind of colloquy, and I hope we can have one now.
First, let me indicate tha t I agree with you that we have done well, on the whole. When the President acted in September 1970, in con

nection with the crisis in Jordan  and Syria, he acted effectively. The position taken by the administration throughout, I think, has been a sound position from the point of the long-run protection of American interests.
Now, on your question of whether we can persuade Europe to come in, perhaps my answer was too bleak. There are movements within 

NATO, and there is a movement with in the Six to develop a political voice. The European leaders are immensely concerned th at this crisis in thei r own backyard has been one in which they have largely been 
mute. They haven’t all been mute. The Brit ish took an active role 
with us throughout the 1967 and 1968 developments. The  Dutch and the Belgians were active behind the scenes.

Foreign Minister Harmel of Belgium, who is a most distinguished foreign minister, indeed, went to Egy pt and Israel this summer as a representa tive of a political committee of the Six to explore the possibilities of developing a European  voice in this area.
He is the father of the resolution to which I refer red to develop the political side of NATO.
So movements have occurred. But thus far  they have not been very effective. I think p art  of the responsibility might lie with us for not seeking to develop and use NATO procedures fo r consultation in the interest of concerting and harmoniz ing policy.

LACK OF USE OF NATO

Mr. F relinghuysen. But how fair  is tha t charge, if it is a charge, tha t we have been indifferent to the use of  the NATO mechanism? I  would suppose we would welcome the develoment of a European
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voice through NATO, that we have done everything we can to ut i
lize NATO. You really give the impression tha t we are try ing  to 
bypass Europe in developing our own approach to these things .

Mr. Rostow. T hat policy requires—as President  Nixon said—that 
Undersecretaries of State  and other officers go to Brussels often to 
consult with the ir European partners  in tha t framework. Well, it 
hasn’t happened much.

Under pressures of time there  is an impulse to move alone.
* Now, second, on the question of Soviet talks, I speak as a veteran 

on t ha t point. I am a grea t believer in maintaining contact with the 
Soviets, even when it is bleak, but Dr. Campbell is quite right , when 
he says tha t in all our efforts to get an understand ing on the limita-

* tion of arms shipments, we have met with a blank refusal. The Soviets 
have not agreed even to the restorat ion of the 1967 cease fire, which 
was indefinite in duration.

I think they should  be pursued,  however.
I think the question you raised about deterrence is the hear t of the 

matter. It  is enormously difficult. When you consider the political 
implications of all these movements of troops and fleets and ai r forces, 
the question is, who deters whom ?

The ultimate deterrent, I think,  is the first shot. No shots have 
even been fired between American and Soviet forces. There is a great 
deal of maneuvering going on. The grea t problem is to establish a 
presence. They don’t challenge our positions, but we don’t challenge 
theirs, either. As you said, we don’t go into Hungary , or Czechoslo
vakia, or Eas t Germany. The problem is to obtain reciprocal respect 
for our  own commitments.

In the Middle East, the game of chess is very complex. I thought 
tha t i f things get much worse we might resume the practice which was 
popu lar in Saudi Arabia in tense moments of establishing a physical 
presence, which is an ultimate deterrent that the fleet cannot be.

Mr. H amilton. Mr. Rosenthal.

MEA NIN G OF PH YS ICAL  PRE SENCE

Mr. Rosenthal. Could you give us an example of what you mean
* by a physical presence, and where, and with whose cooperation or 

assistance ?
Mr. Rostow. Well, if the situation becomes extremely dangerous, 

„ I would consider a physical presence in the Sinai as perhaps  a more
powerfu l deterrent than even the presence of the fleet, just as we had 
air  forces in Saudi Arab ia at  times when the threat  to  Saudi Arab ia 
looked more ominous than  it does today.

We had bases in Libya.
Mr. Rosenthal. You would need an I srael i agreement. Tha t would 

be a highly provocative act.
Mr. Rostow. Very. I am not recommending it. I am saying this is 

the kind  of th inking you have to do, if warfare  breaks out, if  at tempts 
are made to cross the canal, and so forth. How do you put out tha t 
fire?

I should much p refe r to move, if the risks become ominous, before 
the event rath er than  afte r the event.

Mr. Rosenthal. Let me go back a little , Dean Rostow, if I might.
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ONE CAUSE OF 19 67  WAR

When you spoke of the causes of the 1967 war, you listed a number of  things. One was faulty Russian intelligence-----
Mr. Rostow. I  said the deliberate circulation  of false intelligence.Mr. Rosenthal. The net effect was tha t it fit into that  category.
I have always wondered if the United States and other marit ime powers had been more fo rthr ight in pursuing  some kind of symbolic flag opening of the Stra it of Tiran , might  tha t have deflated the Is raeli tenseness at the moment. I think  they  acted from a psychological isolation, at  least. Had we done that, might  events have been different?Mr. Rostow. It  might  have been. We were pursuing tha t plan.Mr. Rosenthal. Not seriously, though.
Mr. Rostow. Very seriously. We though t we had more time to do it.Mr. Rosenthal. You had only one other nation agreeing.
Mr. Rostow. We had the Dutch agreeing and the Austra lians  agreed and the Canadians, probably, but we thought we had more time for tha t venture than in fact we did. As events developed, with the mobilization of armed forces in the Sinai, the establishment of a joint command, and especially the submission of the  Jorda nian  forces to E gyptian command, tha t mobilization took over from Tiran as the center of the tornado. The key issue was no longer the Str ait  o f T iran, but the immediate threat of the  movement o f armed forces in the Sinai. But  I  agree th at w ithin tha t per iod of time, we might have moved quickly to escort vessels. We and the Brit ish had ships assembled for thie purpose.
But there were risks. We had reason to suppose tha t those ships would not be fired upon but they might  have been fired upon. There were risks and, while those risks were examined and plans prepa red, mobilization became the center of the storm and not the opening of  the Stra it. But from my own knowledge of the subject, I  believe th at the impression tha t tha t was not a serious plan is entirely in error.
Mr. Rosenthal. I am only trying to discuss it in the sense of what can we learn from those events. I  am not seeking out whose fau lt it was.
Fo r the sake of discussion, I  th ink we learned th at sometimes fo rth right statements and acts, when people are tense and nervous, may cause them to calm down. This applies to nations and to individuals.Mr. Rostow. That is right.

Russia’s role

Mr. Rosenthal. Some of the earlier witnesses have testified tha t the Soviet Union has now become, in its own mind, a grea t inte rnational power, which in fact they are, and it has a kind of a Vic torian obsession with the prerequisites of tha t power, and the burdens o f i t. One of the things  they do is to expand automatically. They have yet to learn the lessons we have learned of the great expense, interna lly and external ly, of managing client states.
It  then becomes the burden of those who would want to limit tha t expansion to be extremely precise and for thright  and to indicate tha t the old scenario can’t be played out the way it  migh t have been 40 or 50 years ago.
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If  tha t supposition I make is correct, that you have to indicate a 
firm and for thr igh t position of limit ing tha t expansion, when and 
under what circumstances do you play out that role ?

19  67 CRISIS

Mr. Rostow. Well, in the 1967 crisis, the question of using naval 
escorts to keep the Str ait  of Tiran open is a very important one to 
think about because in the end, thinking  back over tha t episode, the 
deterrent to prompt  and immediate action which might have lanced 
the boil and changed the political atmosphere entirely was the feeling 
in the United  States that  because of the Vietnam controversy the 
President should not risk acting under  the 1957-61 resolution but 
should get a new resolution from Congress. T hat  resolution was pre
pared and discussed, and it would have been proposed if the war 
hadn’t broken out.

Tha t was the ultima te factor deterring the President from using 
tha t weapon to defuse the crisis more quickly.

Could we have succeeded ? I  think so.
I believed so at the time, and T think so now. If  we had moved 

promptly, we might have done so. That was the Brit ish proposal and 
the Brit ish and others were keen on it, and we were. But then the 
thing exploded. You could look back over those events and say, “if 
you had done this, this might not have happened.”

I reproach myself for not having fough t tha t decision harder than  
I did but, nonetheless, it was a chancy thing, because grea t forces 
were involved, and grea t risks.

That approach was discussed within the Government and among the 
governments. As P resident Johnson’s memoirs make clear, we though t 
we had a little more time to do it.

Mr. Rosenthal. I think your expression is quite appropr iate,  
lancing of the boil. I think it migh t have happened  tha t wav.

Mr. R ostow. In  order to carry  out such a policy, the Presiden t has 
to be able to move promptly.

CREDIBILITY OF UNITE D STATES

Mr. Rosenthal. How do you make people believe you are a credible 
world power?

We still have the problem of credibili ty in terms of world power, 
restraints , and limitations. How in the Middle Eas t do ei ther of you 
see how we can earn respect for our credibili ty and forthr ightness? 
Wh at should we do and not do, so that people can understand where 
we are?

Mr. Rostow. I  agree that  is the heart  o f the problem. I have pro
posed myself that  we offer an American guarantee or  a NATO guaran
tee to the terms of a peace satisfying the Security  Council resolution, 
not s imply to Israe l but to  all the states which are partie s to th at kind 
of agreement, I think tha t is one approach and I  was very glad to 
see in 1970 tha t Senator Fu lbr igh t in a majo r speech on the Middle 
East came out in favor  of such a guarantee.



164

senator Fulbright’s proposal

I think in the  end tha t is one way of consolidating a position and having  a posture which is supported not only by the President but by the Congress.
Mr. Hamilton. Wasn’t Senator Fulbr igh t’s proposal a bilatera l guaran tee to Is rael alone ?
Mr. Rostow. It  was in par t, but the fact simply is that  he recommended tha t we consider a form of guarantee.
I would prefe r a guarantee not simply to Israel but to the terms of a peace settlement consistent with the Security  Council resolution. There are a number of  va rian t possibilities in such an approach.Mr. Campbell. Mr. Chairman, could I speak generally to Mr. Rosentha l’s question ?
Mr. H amilton. Yes.

U. S.  CREDIBILITY

Mr. Campbell. I think  this is part of the problem, being a credible world power and not inviting situations where there is so much uncertain ty tha t sometimes events get beyond us, and also tha t the Soviets make some miscalculations. I think your general thesis, taken  from earlie r discussions which you have had here in this committee, to the effect that the Russians do have an obsession about prov ing their worth and their  power as one of the two grea t powers of the world, presents us in the Middle Eas t with a situation much more complex than  it  is, for example, in Europe , where the line is fa irly  well understood, and we don’t go venturin g on the Eastern side and they don’t on the Western, and there  is a kind of understood basis for what amounts to a security system.
Whereas in the Middle East , where the alliances are not as firm, some of the commitments are shadowy, where there  are numerous powers which are neutralist , or put ting  themselves somewhere in the middle, there is not a clear definition of where the commitments and the interests of the two powers lie, and thus there are possibilities of the ir coming in conflict with each other.
I think certainly,  in places where there are NATO powers involved, that  we must make absolutely clear tha t these commitments stand, just as they do in Western Europe.
The question of where we s tand with respect to Israe l and its u ltimate independence is another area tha t I  think the Russians should know about.
There are shadowy situations such as Jo rda n which we t ry to play them so tha t our power will have an influence on how various crises come out and do not turn  disastrously in the wrong direction for  us. But  these are touchy questions each time they  come up. and they cannot be totally defined in advance. We have to do the best we can in this respect, a mixture of firmness and to the degree we can to  let  the Russians know where the boundaries cannot be overstepped, but a willingness to talk at all times and a realization—and the hone tha t they have a realization—that  there are possibilities where we have to get together and get out of the crisis through consultation directly  between ourselves when those situations arise.
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DETEN TE AN D CON FL IC T

Mr. Rosenthal. How is i t so. in the case of great powers—let’s take 
the case of Russia—tha t you can have in one area, rapprochement, or 
a detente, and in another area have nothing  but aggravat ion and t ur
moil. Why do nations  act like th is ? Have they made a decision world
wide for rapprochement or detente, or have they made a decision in 
area “A” and do something else in group “B”.

Professor Rostow, is th is in your judgment what is happening and,
* if so, why ?

And. is there any way of turning tha t around ?
Mr. Rostow. I don’t agree  th at the Russian policy is one of detente 

and hail fellow well met. As Courve de Murville has said, Russian 
policy has a line  and a momentum of it s own. It is a policy of expan
sion for  reasonably clear ends th at will go on un til it is stopped, as it 
was in Cuba.

That means t ha t if the risks are too grea t, as they are in Berlin, 
where, after all, we had  two ultimata from Khrushchev with dates, on 
which he backed down, if the risks are clearly too great in Central 
Europe, then Soviet policy flows around obstacles towards targe ts 
where the risks are less. To me, as I  s tarted by saying, the process of 
Soviet expansion in the Middle East  is addressed to Europe. It  is ad
dressed to neutra lizing  Eur ope and forcing  the dismantling of NATO 
and the withdrawa l of American Forces from Europe  and the Mediter
ranean, with all sorts of consequences.

In the meantime, concessions are made, problems are discussed 
about Central Europe, or about West German diplomatic relations 
with the Eastern European  countries, which in effect neutra lize Ger
many and Europe as an active pa rtic ipant in any other forum.

But it is not a question of “hail fellow well met” in one place and 
not another.

is Russia’s attitude changing

Mr. R osenthal. Russia was a have-not nat ion. They had told Pre s
ident Nixon they were going to  bury us in terms of consumer produc
tivity. Has not time improved thei r domestic scene where the appetite 

« has been whetted for consumer goods and, consequently, for peace?
Hasn’t there been some change in the past 10 to 15 years in the ir a tti 
tude ? I  am trying to put two factors in the computer.

Not only is it a geographical differentiation but isn’t there a time
• differentia tion, also?

Mr. R ostow. I  have seen no evidence tha t th at is true. I t seems to be 
something we hope will be true and I think we delude ourselves into 
thinking  it will occur, or it has occurred.

Aft er the war there were terrible problems of hunger in Russia and 
yet they began to play an active role in the Middle East. While we 
were agreeing with  the Russians  about the creation of the State of 
Israe l and the withdrawal of Bri tain  from tha t area, they were pur
suing all kinds of difficult policies in Czechoslovakia and Berlin and 
Eas tern  Europe generally. It  is a question of how you perceive Soviet 
policy.
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Yes, there  is an overall Soviet in terest in nuclear limi tation  which is 
a tremendous burden. We have to explore that possibility seriously be
cause it is the one area in which I think we have profound mutual interests. We may, or may not, succeed.

But the Soviet Union now has amassed enormous forces in the F ar  
East.  It  has increased the streng th of its forces in Europe , not weak
ened them, and has st rengthened its forces in the Mediterranean and 
the Indian Ocean. I  don’t think the facts support the hypothesis that 
time has turned the Soviet Union into a peace-loving, static power, not at all.

U. S.  AND MID DLE EAST OIL

Mr. H amilton. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
Mr. Lichtblau, I feel as if we haven’t had an o pportunity to get at 

you very  careful ly th is morning and I apologize to you fo r tha t.
I would like to ask you one question, however, and we will conclude 

the hearing with this.
Your statement, which is a very excellent one, did not touch upon 

U.S. interests or dependence upon Middle Eastern oil reserves and we 
have had  some indication in this  join t subcommittee that  in 10 years or 
so the  Middle Eas t is going to become very important to the United 
States.

Could you comment on that  ?
Mr. L ichtblau. The reason I  didn’t put this in is precisely because 

I thought it was covered by previous witnesses here. B ut our own oil 
self-sufficiency is rapid ly declining. With in less than 10 years a very 
large share of our oil supplies will have to come from overseas.

Lat in America does not have much of an oil export potentia l left. 
There is some new production in Equador and other  South American 
countries but it is not going to be very significant in terms of our 
needs. So, a growing share of ou r growing imports will have to come 
from the Eastern Hemisphere.

Air. H amilton. Could you put a figure on it in, say, 1980, how much 
of our oil could we expect to come from the Middle Eas t ?

Air. L ichtblau. It  could well be 25 percent of our to tal oil require
ments. I t depends on developments in Alaska, on the domestic price 
structure and other factors. But  certainly it will be in excess of 20 
percent, and could go as high as 30 percent. This is not ju st the Middle 
East  i tself but the entire Easte rn Hemisphere. We might get some oil 
from Nigeria  and from the South China Sea. But, if we are going 
to import 8 or  9 million barrels daily of oil from overseas by 1980, 
the bulk of those imports will have to come from the Persian Gulf and north Africa.

So we are going to become more and more dependent on the Middle 
East.  T his is really a new situa tion for  the  United  States. Today, we 
are only about 20 percent dependent on all overseas oil supplies, of 
which the Middle Eas t accounts fo r just 5 percent. By 1980 i t will be a multiple  of that figure.

POSSIBILITY OF VIETNAM OIL

Mr. Hamilton. We have been hear ing talk  of oil in Vietnam. Is there anything  to that at all ?
Mr. L ichtblau. Well, I  don’t know. There a re some geological indi

cations that oil is there. There are indications that oil is in the entire
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South China Sea. A lot of oil is being found in the offshore area of 
Indonesia. But it is no more important t han  a number of other areas 
around the world. In the Gul f o f T hail and  there is some oil explora
tion going on now. But  nobody is dril ling  in the offshore area of 
Vietnam now. No company is explor ing there  but the fact  that  the 
area may be oil-bearing has been used as an argument by some groups 
tha t this is the real reason why the United States  is in Vietnam. Of 
’Course, this is nonsense.

Mr. H amilton. Thank you very much, gentlemen.
(The fu ll text  of Mr. Lichtblau’s statement fol lows:)

Middle E ast Oil : Its Role in  W estern E urope and th e Soviet Bloc

Thank you for inviting  me to participate in your Subcommittees’ discussions 
of the economic ties between Europe and the Middle East. The particula r topics 
assigned to me are (a) the role of oil in the economic and political relations  
between Western Europe and the Middle Eas t and North Africa, and (b) the 
interest of the Soviet Bloc in Middle East oil.

OIL, THE KEY TO THE  MIDDLE EAST’S IMPORTANCE

Any analysis of the role of the Middle Ea st1 2 in world affairs must sta rt with 
the recognition tha t % of the non-communist world’s known oil reserves are 
located there. While this is of course generally known, the political and eco
nomic consequences which follow from it are often ignored or overlooked. There 
is a tendency to tre at the are a’s oil wealth as an interes ting natura l phenom
enon tha t bears mentioning but is not basic to the political, geographic and 
national complexities which make up the “Middle East  Problem”. It  is probably 
true tha t the “Problem” would exist even if there were no oil in the area. But 
the rest of the world would be fa r less concerned. The Middle E ast is not highly 
populated and the vast majority of i ts people live on a subsistence level, it  does 
not represent a major marke t for exports from industria l countries and outside 
of oil it has virtually no exports that are essential to other countries, and— 
except for Egypt—the countries of the Middle Eas t are not located at today’s 
trad e or strategic crossroads of the world. Hence, the Middle Eas t’s economic 
importance—and, consequently, much of it s political and strategic  importance— 
derives primarily from the single factor of it s immense and growing oil wealth.

The historic growth of this wealth in terms of direct government income 
from oil operations over the las t ten years is shown in Table I below.

TABLE I —TOTAL MIDDLE EAST OIL  PAYMENTS*

[In mi llions of dolla rs]

Persian Gulf North  Africa Total

I9 6 0 . . . . , ..............................................................................................................
1962................ . .....................................................................................................
1964.......................................................................................................................
1966........................................................................... ...........................................
1968........................................................................................................................
1970.......................................................................................................................

1,439 20 1,459
1,649 80 1,729
2,131 262 2,393
2,682 476 3,158
3,370 1,214 4, 584
4,189 1,620 5,809

1  For more de ta ils  see appendix  table 1 wh ich  appears on p. 176.

As indicator of the impact of this wealth on the  economy of the  oil exporting 
countries is seen in thei r per capita national income. For all of the  Middle Ea st 
oil exporting countries, except Algeria, the collective income per capita amounted 
to about $370 in 1969? This  year, following the sharp  increase in oil revenues, 
the figure is likely to exceed $400. By comparison, per capita income is $90 in 
India, $130 in Pakistan and $232 in Turkey, one of the more advanced non
industria l countries.

1 Unless otherwise sta ted , I Include North Africa  in th is  term.
2 S ource : OPEC, Ann ual Sta tis tic al Bullet in 1910. The Bulletin shows no figure for  

Algeria.
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OIL IMPORT S DOMIN ATE  WESTE RN EUROPE’S ENERG Y SECTOR

The converse of the Middle East ’s oil surplus is the immense need for this commodity throughout the Easte rn Hemisphere. Virtually every inhabitan t of Western Europe, Southeast Asia and Japan  is a daily consumer of products made from Middle Eas t crude oil. In Western Europe oil accounted in 1970 for 61% of total energy requi rements8 from all sources; and 80% of it came from the Persian Gulf and North Africa. Thus, Western Europe’s energy dependence on the Middle E ast  was nearly 50% of total requirements last  year. And in some countries, such as Italy, Switzerland and the Scandinavian countries, Middle Eas t oil already supplies % or more of all energy requirements.Oil is of course not the only primary commodity which Europe imports from overseas. But oil has a combination of characteristics which give it a unique economic position in Europe : its use is universal and basic to the functioning of the economy; its consumption can usually not be postponed without  immediate consequence to the consumer; the demand for it has been growing steadily for the past  twenty-five years and will continue to do so for the foreseeable futur e: for much of its use no readi ly available substi tute ex ist s; and, finally, most of the world’s exportable supplies of this commodity are concentrated in two adjacen t overseas areas—the Persian Gulf and North Africa. Hence, i t is literally true tha t Western Europe is dependent on Middle Eas t oil for the functioning of its mater ial infra-st ructure .
This dependency has of course existed for quite some time. Europe was first made dramatica lly aware of it  during the Suez Canal Crisis of 1957 when an oil shortage was averted only by the combination of U.S. emergency oil exports and a mild winter. At tha t time there was much public and priva te concern over Europe’s dependence on Middle Eas t oil and the potential threat  th is represented to the Continent’s economic and strateg ic security. It  was held tha t alternate energy sources had to be developed in Europe and new oil sources had to be found outside the Persian Gulf area.  To some extent this was actuallv done in the 1960’s but it was largely  overshadowed by Europe’s massive shift  from coal to oil as the basis for i ts energy economy. The switch was a direct one from the collieries of Wales, the Ruhr and the Saar to the oil fields of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia and, later, Libya. In I960, coal supplied still nearly 65% of  Western Europe’s energy needs. By 1970 the share had declined to 30%. Between 1965 and 1970 the development of new indigenous natural gas supplies, principally  in Holland and Britain, raised gas’s share from 2.5 to over 6% of European energy demand. While this had some retarding  effect on the rise in oil demand, i t was not enough to arre st even temporarily the growth of oil’s share in Europe’s steadily expanding energy requirement.

SH IF T FROM TH E PE RS IAN GUL F TO NORTH AFRIC A
Tf we now look a t the diversification of overseas oil supplies since the first Suez Crisis, geographically a great deal has been accomplished. At tha t time 66% of Western Europe’s oil supplies came from the Persian Gulf By 1970 tha t region’s share had dropped to 46%. The difference was made up primarily by North Africa whose oil production rose from virtua lly nothing before 1959 to 4.4 million barrels daily in 1970, equal to about % of total Persian  Gulf production last year.
Logisticall.v, the shift to west of Suez has been of tremendous significance for it has substantially reduced the importance of the Suez Canal as a route for oil shipments to Europe. If Libyan and Algerian production had not been developed and the entire growth in European oil demand since 1957 would have come from the Persian Gulf, the closure of the Suez Canal in June 1967 would have had catastrophic  consequences on European oil supplies, as would the shutdown of the Trans-Arabian Pipeline during 1970. Because of the availabil ity of substantial oil supplies from North Africa plus the more recent development of Nigerian oil exports and the growing number of mammouth tanke rs (125.000 dwt and over), current spot freigh t rates  for tankers are no h igher than thev were in the comparable period of the year preceding the closure of the Canal?
‘ Including  petrochemical and other non-energy uses , J  £ * t r e m e l y  l0 W  s Po t,  f r ,e i gh t ra te s sinc e Au gust 1971 are un likelv  to pre vai l muchs  , r e  e i p e c w , o  ' e m a i » '< »  - > •
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Of these three developments, the availability of North African oil is by fa r the most important.
Parenthetically, I would like to say tha t none of these developments have rendered the Suez Canal obsolete or insignificant. At the beginning of this year more than 75% of the world tanker fleet was of a size th at could have transited the Canal full or in bal last ; and the average size of all new tanke r deliveries in the firs t half of 1971—142,000 dwt—was also still slightly below the  maximum size that could go through the Canal in ballast. Furthermore, despite its several 

enlargements, the Canal has not yet reached its ultimate size. In fact, plans to widen and deepen it existed at the time it was closed. Thus, while the shift  of oil production to west of Suez has made the Suez Canal non-essential for oil importing nations, its reopening would certain ly lower fr eight rates  from whatever the prevailing level.

LIM ITE D POL ITICAL AND ECON OMIC IM PA CT  OF GEOGRAPHIC SH IF T

Other than deemphasizing the  importance of the Persian Gulf’s supply routes, the diversification of oil exports  due to the North African discoveries cannot be said to have improved Europe’s security of oil supplies economically or politically. Economically, the large volumes of Libyan oil coming on the m arket afte r 1962 did have an impact on world crude oil prices from 1964 through 1969. However, in 1970 and 1971 the Libyan government became the initi ator  and leader in the worldwide round of raising posted crude oil p rice s5 and tax rates. Libya provided, in fact, a protective umbrella for the other major oil exporting countries to raise posted prices and taxes. The move was fully coordinated through the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) whose membership includes all principal oil exporting nations. OPEC’s earlier successes in raising  unit oil revenues for its members through bargaining with the international oil companies had gained it the loyalty and respect of all major oil exporting countries. Thus, concerted action through OPEC on matters of prices and revenues has introduced considerable rigid ity into the world oil trade.Politically, too, the diversification of oil production to North Africa did not bring about an improvement in the security of supplies (as opposed to the political security of transi t which was of course improved). Both Libya and Algeria are members of the Arab League. Both are actively involved in the major struggles in the Middle East, and during the Arab-Israeli War of 1967 both restricted oil and gas exports for a time, totally  or selectively, for political reasons.
By contras t. Nigeria represents a true political diversification of European oil import sources. But Nigeria’s current production of 1.5 million barrels daily is only % tha t of North  Africa.

SLOWE R GROWTH RAT E AHEAD FOR EUR OPE’S ENERGY DEMAND

Now let us turn  to the future.  Will oil’s role in the European energy demand 
patt ern  continue to grow? Will the Middle E ast  continue to provide the great  bulk of European oil supplies? The relationsh ip between Europe and the Middle Eas t will hinge to a  large extent on these two questions.

Looking a t the period between now and 1980, there can be no doubt that not only the volume but also the share of oil in Western European energy consumption will increase substantially.
We have assumed that tota l European energy demand will r ise at an annual rate  of 4.5% over the next ten years. This is a moderate rate  which might be exceeded by as much as half a percentage point. By comparison, the  growth rate  

of the previous decade was 5.5%. The expected decline reflects the curren t slowdown in European economic activity, the underlying long term decline in the ratio  of energy to GNP which charac terizes  ma ture indus trial economies, and the fact tha t energy demand is not total ly price-inelastic so tha t the increases in energy costs will have  some retard ing effect on demand growth.
Oil will continue to grow fas ter than tota l energy. Coal, on the other hand, which is still the second large st European energy source, will register a substantial further  decline in domestic production as more mines are being shut  Coal imports, largely from the U.S., will supplement domestic coal supplies only moderately so that coal’s share in tota l energy demand will drop steeply.
B The price used for calc ulat ing roya lties and taxable profits  for the oil companies.
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Natural gas supplies will grow considerably more rapidly than  tota l energy 
supplies but not nearly enough to close the  gap created  by the growth in total 
energy demand and the declining coal supplies. The bulk of the new gas will 
come from the North Sea but more than % of West Europe’s gas demand in 
1980 may be provided by imports from the Soviet Union and North Africa. 
Nuclear power will be of significance in the UK where it may provide some 6% 
of tota l energy demand. But for continental Europe the atomic power age will 
not begin in earnest until  the next decade.

OIL DEMAND IN  THE 1970’S

Oil will carry the burden of the growth in European energy demand for the 
1970’s. Oil’s growth will be slower th an in the 1960's, reflecting both the decline 
in the growth of total energy demand and the expected growing inroads of 
natura l gas and atomic energy into the conversion from coal to other fuels. 
Overall, we see oil demand rising at  an annual rate  of 6.0-6.5% through 1980, 
compared to a growth rate of 13.7% in the first hal f and 10.0% in the second 
half of the 1960's.

Below is a summary of the projected changes in European energy consumption 
between 1970 and 1980. For our purpose we have selected an annual  growth rate  
of 6.25% for oil demand and, as pointed out, 4.5% for total energy demand. 

WESTERN EUROPEAN ENERGY CONSUMPTION

[In million  tons oil equiva lent]

1970 1980

Volume Share Volume Share

Coal.......................................................... ................................  301 29.6 212 13.4
O i l . . . ..................................................... ................................  *619 60.9 * 1,135 71.7
Natural gas................................... ......... 63 6.2 175 11.1
Hydro...................................................... ................................  30 2.9 29 1.8
Nuclear............................................... ................................ 4 0. 4 31 2.0

To ta l............................ ............... ................................  1,017 100.0 1,582 100 .0

• Equal to 12,528 barrels  per day in 1970 and 22,971 barre ls per day in  1980.
Sources for  1970: (1) "B P Stat istica l Review of the World Oil Indust ry, 1970”  for all figures except oil. (2) "OECD Oil 

Stat istics , 1970" for oil consumption, including bun ker  fuels , refinery fuels  and losses, and nonenergy uses o f oi l, but  
excluding exports.

THE MIDDLE EAST VS. NEW SU PP LY  SOUKCES

As the above Table shows, oil will dominate the European energy demand 
pattern still more by 1980 than it does today. The question, then, is where will 
this oil come from. Obviously, the Middle East  will continue to be the principal 
supply source. But while the volume of Europe’s oil supplies from tha t area will 
substan tially increase, there are indications tha t the Middle E ast ’s share, which 
amounted to 80% of total European oil supplies las t year, may moderately decline 
in the 1970’s.

The principal reason for this are the North Sea and West Africa. North Sea 
production has not yet started and information on reserve figures is still very 
scanty. However, the area has been compared by some experts with Alaska’s 
North Slope. If this is approximately correct, we can assume an ultimate pro
duction of perhaps 3 million barre ls daily. The North Slope will only produce 2 
million barrels daily by 1980. But this is probably due in large part to the logis
tic and environmental problems peculiar to tha t area. These problems exist prob
ably to a much lesser extent in the North Sea. It  is therefore not unrea listic to 
assume a North Sea production of 3 million barrels  daily by 1980. Another ap
proach to estimate potential North Sea production is to compare the area with 
Libya. Production there was increased in eight years from a very modest begin
ning to a sustained level of about 3 million bar rels a day. This was considered an 
exceptional feat. If the same can be done in the North Sea where production 
problems are more difficult i t would also be remarkable. The impact of the  new 
production will fall  primari ly on the countries ad jacent to the discoveries. Thus, 
for England dependence on Middle East  oil might be reduced much more than for 
Europe as a  whole.



The other major new area, West Africa, curren tly produces about 1.8 million 
barre ls daily of which nearly 1.5 million barrels daily come from Nigeria, the 
newest giant in world oil. The rest of West Africa also gives promise of substan
tial growth. By 1980 the area  might well be able to export in excess of 3 million 
barrels  daily. Some of th is oil will go to o ther African nations and some to North 
American and Caribbean refineries which in the first  hal f of this year took nearly 
25% of Nigerian exports. But it is not unreasonable to assume tha t about 2 
million barre ls daily of West African crude oil will go to Western Europe by 
1980. By contrast , oil shipments from the Western Hemisphere to Europe will 
have more or less ceased by 1980 since the Western Hemisphere will be a major 
net importing area by then.

The Table below sums up these various possibilities into our best guess of 
Western European oil supply sources by 1980. A comparison with 1970 is also 
given.

EUROPEAN OIL SUPPLY SOURCES, 1970 AND 1980 

(Thousand barrels per day]

Indigenous production , excluding Nor th Sea
North Sea..........................................................
Western Hemis phere ...... ................................
Midd le East.......................................................

Persian G ulf...............................................
North Af rica..............................................

1970 Percent 1980 Percent

450 3. 4 400
3,000

1.7
13.0

600 4. 5 . . .
10, 660 79.5 16,600 72.2

6,220 ..................................................................................
4,440 ............ .....................................................................

West Af rica................................. .............................................  890 6.6 2,0 00  8.7
Soviet  b loc ................................................................................  795 5.9 1,000 4. 4
Southeast Asia ..........................................................................  10 .1  .......................................................

To tal............................................................................... 13,405 100.0 23,000  100 .0

Source for 1970: BP Sta tist ical  Review, 1970. Requirements  for 1970 includes export  demand. No oil expo rts from 
Western Europe 3re assumed for 1980.

The 1980 figures a re of course nothing more than rough indicators of magni
tudes and shares, with each figure subject to varying margins of er ror. However, 
the principal conclusion, namely tha t the Middle East’s share in European oil 
supplies will decline somewhat between now and 1980, is likely to stand up. From 
the point of view of diversi fication of supply sources this is obviously a desirable 
development. But the improvement is modest. A 70% dependence on a politically, 
economically and nationally interlocked foreign supply area must st ill be consid
ered critical i f the supply are a is insecure.

An interesting development, not shown in the Table, is expected to occur within 
the two sub-regions of Middle East  oil supplies. In contra st to the 1960’s when 
more of the increases in European oil requirements came from North Africa than 
from the  Middle East, the 1970’s will see a return to the Persian Gulf for the bulk 
of the  increase in European oil import requirements. The reason is tha t the total 
reserves in North Africa appear  insufficient to  permit a major further  growth in 
production from the 5 million bar rels daily level atta ined las t year. Consequently, 
European reliance on the Persian Gulf will grow substantially from the 46% level 
attained last year. This retu rn to the hear tland of the Middle East is likely to 
have significant political implications for th e 1970’s.

EMERGENCY STOCKS AND RELIANCE ON THE UNITED STATES

What, if anything, can Western Europe do to limit the risk of this dependency 
on the Middle East  for its  principa l energy source? In the short run, the only 
corrective is increased storage. Currently the only official guideline for security 
stocks exists in the six Common Market nations  where there is a directive for a 
65-day security stock level based on the previous year’s consumption. The Com
mon Market Commission is now recommending an increase to 90 days by 1975. 
The OECD has also recently recommended a stock level of 90 days bu t has not set 
a time limit when this  is to be reached.

The existing 65-day figure and the non-urgent approach to the 90-day figure 
indicate a relatively  low concern with the thre at of a sustained massive supply 
interruption. It  is in terest ing to contrast this  with the at titud e of the U.S. govern-



ment which for the past thirteen years has been extremely concerned with the potential threat  of relying on overseas supplies, though even today only about 20% of our oil needs come from overseas. In general, the reason for the difference between the U.S. and European at titudes may be th at we have an option between foreign and domestic oil (although our domestic oil option is steadilj* declining), while the Europeans do not.
Another factor which continues to influence Europe’s approach to security stocks may be a carry-over from the time the U.S. had ample spare producing capacity which could be, and was, used as an inter-national emergency stock when required. However, our spare producing capacity has greatly declined in the last few years. Presently, it is probably below 1 million barrels daily on a sustained basis (six to twelve months), compared to about 2.4 million barrels daily just  prior to the Suez Canal shutdown in mid-1957. Within two years the U.S. will have virtually no spare producing capacity left.
It  would therefore seem to make good sense fox* Western Europe to build its emergency stocks up speedily and substantially from the prevailing 60-65 day level. The likelihood of minor and medium-sized supply interruptions  in the future  is certainly high enough to warrant such a step. The cost of stocks is of course very substantial both in terms of storage facilities and tied-up capital for the oil. I t will ult imately have to be borne by the public, either in their role as consumers or as tax  payers.
For the longer pull Europe may want to speed up the construction of atomic power plants. In this regard the Continent is way behind the U.S. and the U.K. By 1980 atomic power in these two countries will account for 9% and 6% respectively of total primary energy demand, against less than 2% on the Continent.
No security stocks or other measures would be effective against  a sustained tota l oil export boycott by all or even a majori ty of the five largest Middle Eas t producing countries.® Such a massive boycott has only happened once, for five days in June  1967, and tha t was spontaneous rather  than coordinated. But the possibility of a concerted all-Arab oil boycott was on the agenda of the Khartoum Conference of Arab leaders in the fall of 1967.

OPEC AND THE PRICE  LEVELS

The threat  of an OPEC oil export embargo could also arise for economic reasons. Intimat ions of this were heard at the Teheran Conference last February. In theory, OPEC, acting in concert could unilate rally  set any given price level for thei r oil than permit no exports below tha t level. In practice, the OPEC nations—at least  those at the Persian  Gulf—have generally not completely ignored the realities of the market in  th eir negotiations with oil companies. However, the rea l possibility that a t some futu re point the Middle Eas t’s oil policy may be based on less rational criteria, economically or politically, makes for the inherent instabil ity of Europe’s oil supplies.
It  is sometimes argued tha t since oil revenues are at  least as important  to the economies of most exporting countries as well as the oil itself is to the economies of most importing countries, the OPEC members would be unlikely to engage in a sustained oil export embargo. It  is of course true  tha t in all OPEC countries, except possibly Algeria, oil and related activities provide the p rincipal source of foreign exchange and government revenue. For these and other reasons the oil exporting countries would certainly  not hold al l the  trump cards in a real showdown with thei r customers, particu larly i f the lat ter had sufficient stocks to assure them a bargaining position for  some time. But who would give in first in such a confrontat ion and at what price is by no means certain.
But much more likely than a full scale confrontation between oil exporting and importing countries is the chance of mounting economic pressure on the lat ter  in the form of periodic administered price increases, with each increment not quite steep enough for the importing countries to risk a confrontation. We have seen dramatic evidence of such developments in the last twelve months. Government revenue on Kuwait crude rose in a series of steps by 63%, from 83tf/barrel to $1.35/barrel, between November 1970 and June 1971. Similarly, government revenue on Libyan crude oil -43" API gravity) rose from $1.10 to $1.99/barrel be-
Iran, Iraq, Kuw ait, Saudi Arabia , Libya.



tween August 1970 and October 1971, an 81% increase. The movements were the 
result  of a series of t ax and price rises decided by the OPEC members and more 
or less imposed on the  oil companies. As a result, government revenue now repre
sents some 75-80% of the open market fob value of Middle East crude oil, with 
production costs and profits accounting for  the balance. Thus, producing govern
ment revenue is now by f ar the principal determinant of world oil prices.

TH E DEMAND FOB MORE

In the absence of any fur ther increases in government revenues per barrel between now and the end of 1975 when the existing arrangements will come to 
an_end, Western Europe will have to pay an extra  $3.5 billion annually through 
1975 to meet the cost of the increases in the government take of OPEC members. 
There is of course no question as to the inherent right of a sovereign country to raise revenues in any way i t sees fit. But there  was certainly no underlying eco
nomic justification, tha t is, change in the supply-and-demand relationship, tha t 
would justify a cost increase even remotely approaching the one imposed.

Yet, there are indications tha t OPEC is about to ask for more. The organiza
tion has recently resolved to seek direct participation for its members in the priva te foreign oil enterpr ises operating within their  territor ies. A 20% p artic i
pation target has been unofficially reported, although a higher figure has been 
quoted for Libya. There is nothing new in the idea of government participation 
in priva te business ; in principle, it should not be objectionable to the oil compa
nies. But, according to unofficial reports, at least some OPEC members do not expect to buy into the companies’ equity allotted them under a participation 
agreement back to the companies at  a price above tax-paid  cost. If  this is true,  it 
would certainly increase the cost of oil to the oil companies who in turn  would try to pass it on in the form of higher prices.

This, then, is the more likely threat  to Western Europe of the OPEC govern
ment cartel operations: a steady unrelenting  increase in the cost of imported oil 
with the implicit possibility that a refusal to pay up could resu lt in a stoppage of the flow.

THE PROBLEM OF CAP ITAL ACC UMULA TION

There are still other consequences resulting from the increase in the govern
ment take of OPEC members. Even if there is no par ticipat ion or other further 
increase in government take, the Persian  Gulf countries will receive a total  of 
$11.1 billion in oil revenues in the year 1975, and Libya and Algeria together will 
receive close to $4 billion, giving the Middle Eas t a total  of nearly $15 billion in 
oil revenues for tha t year. Some countries, such as Iran and Algeria, are large 
enough to absorb most of this cash inflow by converting it into imports for development purposes. Their revenues will therefore return largely to the indus trial 
nations of the West. Most Middle Eas t OPEC members, however, will not be able 
to absorb amounts of this magnitude within thei r relatively small and limited 
economies. These countries will therefore  either  accumulate large capital funds abroad or they will become major lenders (or givers) for whatever purposes 
they deem desirable. Again, such a development might have significant political 
consequences in the future.

THE FU TU RE  OF PRIV ATE CO MPAN IES  IN  THE MIDDLE EAST

The ne t investment in fixed assets in private foreign oil en terprises in the Mid
dle East  amounted to nearly $5 billion at the end of 1969. What is the outlook 
for this investment? One thing  is certain, the role of priva te oil companies in the Middle East, will change significantly in the next ten years. In Tran, for 
instance, the 25-year agreement with the international Oil Consortium lapses in 
1979 and though an option exists  for a fifteen year renewal, the Shah has al
ready indicated that he does not expect a continuation of the existing arrange
ment. Other Middle Eas t leaders have voiced simila r expectations. In Algeria the state  oil company has  al ready a controlling share of 51% in all oil enterprises.

The change fo r the oil companies may range from outright nationaliza tion to 
partnerships  or sub-contractor relations with state companies. The priva te oil 
companies will probably accept any role which permits them to operate efficiently and earn an acceptable rate  of r eturn.  If this ii  no longer possible they will still 
be very much in the picture, since they own or control most of the tankers.



refine ries and dist ribu tion  netw orks  through which the crude oil is tran spo rted , 
converted and moved to  its ultimate consumers.

However,  it is not a ma tte r of indifference to Western Europe, or to the U.S., 
wh eth er Middle Ea st oil will be produced by private weste rn companies or by 
local sta te  companies. The la tte r are by na tur e political ins tru me nts  of the 
governmen t by whose autho rity they functio n. Pr iva te companies, on the  othe r 
hand,  are essen tially  apoli tical,  commerc ially oriented institu tions.  The difference 
is sometim es obscured by the  fact th at  privat e foreig n companies can be made 
by law or govern ment order to do wh at sta te companies  would do volu ntar ily 
by vir tue  of politic al allegiance. Never theless , the fact  th at  the actua l production 
and exp orta tion  of Middle Ea st oil has  alway s been car ried  on by purely com
mercial ins titu tions whose best int ere sts  a re never  served by supply interru ptio ns 
or exp ort embargoes  has  had a res tra ini ng  influence on the use of oil for 
poli tical  purposes. If  the  role of these  institu tion s should be take n over by 
local sta te  agencies, it would proba bly lead to the fu rth er  pol itica lizat ion of 
Middle Ea st oil.

M ID DL E EA ST  O IL  AN D T H E  SO VIET  BLOC

Now’ I would like to turn  to the  questio n of Soviet intere sts  in Middle Ea st 
oil. My rem ark s will be much briefer tha n on the subje ct of Western Euro pe’s 
int ere st in this  oil because the re is less to say, since I will try  to limi t my com
ments  large ly to the  are a of economics.7

Ru ssia’s int ere st in the  Middle E a s t8 exists quite  independent of the  ar ea ’s 
oil wea lth and had its  hist oric  origin  well before oil was a fac tor  in th at  region. 
However,  it  is one of the lucky accidents of na tur e that  the Soviet Union, as 
the worl d’s second larg est  oil and gas producer, is more tha n self sufficient in 
both thes e fuels, so that  access to foreign oil is not a fac tor  in her  energy policy 
considerat ions.

If  the  Soviet Union were a sub sta ntial net oil impor ter, her  policy towards  the 
Middle Ea st w’ould proba bly be qui te differen t. An indic ation  of thi s was  seen 
in the  aft erm ath  of World War II  when Soviet domestic oil suppl ies appeared 
inadequate. The Soviet Union then refused to withdraw’ its war time forces 
from Nor ther n Ira n unti l it  had received an oil concession in th at  are a from the 
Ira nian  governm ent (w’hich the Ira nian  Par liam ent  lat er  refused to ra ti fy ).

To be sure, Rus sia’s oil self sufficiency does not mean th at  she is disinter este d 
in Middle Ea st oil. The Soviet Union knows as well as everyone else th at  the  
Middle Ea st is the  power storeh ouse  for  Western Euro pe and Jap an  and will 
supply  sub stan tial  volumes of oil to the  U.S. before the  end of th e curre nt decade. 
Pol itic al control over the  are a ent ail s therefo re fa r more than ju st  contro l 
over the Middle Ea st itse lf. If  the  Soviet Union were  to establis h effective po
liti cal  influence in the major ity  of Middle Ea st oil count ries, this would have  a 
profound  impa ct on the long term overall  foreign policy consideratio ns of both 
Western Euro pe and Jap an.  There is no doubt th at  thi s plays  an impor tan t pa rt 
in the  Soviet Union’s Middle Ea st policy. Fur thermo re, while the  U.S.S.R. itself  
has no need for  Middle Ea st oil, most of her Ea st Euro pean  satelli tes  are begin
ning  to do so. Th is gives the Soviet Union a somew'hat more dire ct int ere st in the  
ar ea ’s oil produc tion tha n was p revio usly the case.

Fo r the  Middle Eas t, the U.S.S.R. is a minor  competitor®, since some Soviet 
oil is shipped  to the  West. On the  oth er hand.  Commun ist Ea ste rn Europ e rep
resent s a small but growing export ma rke t for the Middle Eas t. More imp ortant  
to the  Middle Ea st may be the  Soviet Union’s techn ical experti se in all phase s 
of oil produ ction and refining. Some coun tries  seeking to develop oil produ ction  
wit hout relying on Western  companies have made use of this expertise.  An ex
amp le is the  development  of the  Rumalian  oil field in Ira q which the  Ira qi Na
tion al Oil Company is developing wit h Soviet help in re tur n for Soviet partic ipa 
tion  in the  produc tion from the  field. Soviet techn ician s have also estab lished 
local tra ining center s in severa l oil produ cing coun tries  in the  Middle Ea st as 
well as  in Algeria  and  Egypt.  Thus, the  impact  of any fu ture  wit hdr awal of 
We ster n oil techn icians  from the  Middle Ea st would proba bly be gre atly  mi ti
gated by the  ready ava ilab ility  of Soviet or Soviet-train ed personnel.

7 For  a fu ll discussion  of the  Sov iet Un ion ’s politi cal  in te re st  in Midd le Eas t oil see Prof . D. A. Rustow, De pen dabil ity  and Dependen ce: Political Pro spects fo r Middle  Eas t Oil,  in Oil Im po rts  and  th e Na tional In te re st , published by the Petro leu m In du st ry  Resea rch  Fo un da tio n,  Inc. , Ma rch . 1071.8 In th is  sec tion  the  term Middle E as t does no t inc lud e No rth  Af ric a unless otherw ise  noted .
8 Ex cept for Ir an ia n nat ura l gas whi ch is piped in to  the Soviet Union.



EASTERN EURO PEAN  IMPORT DEMAND

How important a marke t potential for Middle Eas t oil does Easte rn Europe 
provide? In 1970 the Soviet Bloc countries10 consumed about 1.2 million barre ls 
daily, equal to less than 10% of Western European demand. Local production 
supplied over 31% of this demand, imports from the U.S.S.R. slightly more than 
67%, and imports from the West less than 2%. Thus, at the moment Eastern 
Europe is hardly a significant outlet for Middle Eas t or North African oil.

However, this situat ion is rapidly changing. The U.S.S.R. which in the past 
has discouraged Bloc countries from buying oil from outside the Bloc has now 
withdrawn its objections because it does not expect to be able to meet all of the 
Bloc’s steadily growing import requirements, since Russian domestic demand 
is growing even more rapidly. It  is expected that the U.S.S.R. will continue to 
be the principal supplier of the Eas t Bloc countries but the share of non-Com- 
munist oil imports will undoubtedly rise sharply. According to private esti
mates, the East Bloc countries might import 400,000-450,000 barrels daily from 
western sources by 1975 and as much as one million barrels  daily by 1980. 
Even tha t last figure would still be a very modest volume, compared to West 
European needs or Middle Eas t availabili ties. We may therefore conclude tha t 
the Eas t Bloc will not be a major  outlet for Middle Eas t oil even ten years 
from now. On the other hand, the import volumes required would appear to be 
large enough to justify  a more direct involvement of the Soviet Union in Middle 
Eas t or North African oil. The Soviet Bloc market  might be especially inter
esting for Middle E ast  and North African state  companies which initially might 
prefer to make bar ter or other government-to-government deals with Eastern 
Europe than  to plunge into the highly competitive private-industry controlled 
western markets. The Iran ian  Nationa l Oil Company's deal with Rumania is 
a case in point.

RU SS IA N OIL EXPORTS

For  the same reason for which the Soviet Union’s share in E ast European oil 
imports will decline, its share in Western European imports will also fall. Last 
year the U.S.S.R. exported about S00,000 barrels daily of oil to Western Europe, 
equal to 6.3% of total West European consumption. These imports will rise very 
little  in the next ten years. Given Western Europe’s growing demand prospect, 
the Soviet Union’s share in oil imports will show a decline by 1980.

By contrast, Soviet natura l gas exports to Western Europe are beginning to 
take on some importance. By 1980 they might account for 10% of total Western 
European natu ral gas requirements. While this is not a large share in itself, 
gas shipments, particularly  by pipeline, tie a consumer much more rigidly to 
the supplier than  oil shipments. Hence, a Continent-wide average dependency 
ratio is less meaningful fo r gas than  for oil.

Altogether, then, it would seem tha t the Soviet Union has a tremendous po
litical interest in Middle Eas t oil because of the overriding role of this oil in 
supplying the Western world, and a small but growing economic interest because 
of the future oil import requirements of the European Satellite countries. The 
combination suggests that  the Soviet Union’s involvement in Middle Eas t oil— 
politically and economically—is likely to grow.

Excluding the U.S.S.R.
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(The full text of Mr. Campbell’s statement follows:)
John C. Campbell is Senior Research Fellow at the Council on Foreign 

Relations, New York. He spent 12 years in the Department of State un
der four administ rations, including service on the Policy Planning Coun
cil, dealing principally with European and Near Eastern affairs. He is 
the author of Defense o f the Middle East and o ther works and has w rit
ten and lectured widely on U.S. foreign policy, the Soviet Union and 
Easte rn Europe, and the Middle East.

This committee is looking at the question of Soviet policy in the Mediterranean 
» and Middle East, and the Western response to it. I should like to tu rn t ha t defini

tion around and look first at  U.S. and Western interests in t ha t region, and then 
consider how they relat e to Soviet policies, and finally what needs to be done.

The United States has two interest s which can be called vital. The first is that 
the conflicts and rivalr ies there, whether on the local or great-power level or

• both at  once, must be kept from developing into a major war. The second is th at 
the region be free of the domination of any outside power;  if it fell under 
Soviet control tha t would rep resent  a perilous shif t in the world balance against  
the United States and the West. Those vital interests are simply stated. The 
policies needed to sustain them, by contrast,  are enormously complex, fo r they 
require changing combinations of military moves and diplomacy, of toughness 
and conciliation, of harmonizing approaches to the Arab-Israel conflict—difficult 
enough in itself—with the wider questions of security and global balance.

We have other important interests in the Middle East. Some come under the 
broad rubric of access : freedom of trade,  trans it, communication, and the trans
port of oi l; the ability  to communicate with governments and peoples. We have 
economic interests , including oil investments which add about $1.5 billion per 
year on the  plus side of the U.S. balance of payments. We have defense commit
ments : to Italy, Greece, and Turkey under the North Atlantic Tr ea ty ; a more 
vague obligation to Ira n under a security agreement in 1959, and an even vaguer 
one to  Saudi Arabia; wha t might be called a moral commitment to the defense 
of Isra el general ly assumed on both sides but  nowhere defined in wr iting ; and this 
obligation has  to be taken together with many sta tements of the Executive Branch 
tha t the United States stands for the independence and  in tegrity  of a ll the sta tes 
in the area of the Arab-Israel conflict. Whether a ll those commitments correspond 
to interests—to re fer to a concept put forward by Presiden t Nixon—is a subject 
on which the Administration has  made no pronouncements.

Now let us look for a moment at  the interests of the nations of Western 
Europe, as they see them. Thei r concern with avoiding a big war or Soviet 
control of the Mediterranean and Middle E ast  para llels  our own, but they are 
less worried about the danger of either of those possibilities and they do not 
believe that thei r own military efforts can affect them much one way or the 
other. On the Arab-Israel conflict, all Western European nations would like 
to see a settlement, but they have not agreed on how they can help to bring 

« it  about; again, they regard the  real  responsibility as falling on the parties
to the dispute, the Arab states  and Israel,  and on the two big powers who are 
supporting them against each other.  As for the oil of the Middle East and North 
Africa, Western Europe is utte rly dependent on access to it, now and for the 
next ten years. How to protect it  is, as they see it, a mat ter of economic policy

* and diplomacy, not for  military commitments and the disposition of forces.

SOVIET POLIC IES

The general line of Soviet policy toward the West in the last few years has 
been away from tension and cold war toward detente and limited agreements. 
This is evident in Europe, to some extent  elsewhere, and in bilateral relations  
with the United States including the strategic arms talks. The dispute with 
China is one reason for it ; domestic concerns provide others. But the spirit of 
detente has been slow to touch Soviet policy in the Middle East, where a com
bination of military buildup and support of the Arab side in the conflict with 
Israel has appeared as a challenge to American interests, positions, and com
mitments such as I have jus t described: the need to avoid wa r; the interest in 
preventing domination of th e region by any power; NATO’s commitments to its 
members in tha t area  and to security in the Medite rranean; the American 
concern for Isra el’s independent existence and for normal relations  with the 
Arab world.
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Wha t are the Soviet leaders trying  to do and what are the prospects? They 
are not looking at  the Middle East alone. Thei r military buildup in non-nuclear 
forces, which has run parallel  to thei r heavy program in strategic weapons, 
has marched steadily ahead since about 1962, the year of the crisis over Cuba. 
The motive has been to bring the Soviet Union out of the status of a continental 
power and match the United States in the exercise of sea and air  power on a 
global basis. Thus they have been aiming at effective equality—almost an obses
sion with them—and counting on th is new m ilitary st rength to give them a back
ing for political action they had hither to lacked. I do not think the Soviet 
political  leaders took this  course with the idea of fighting the  United States  in 
big or littl e wars on the five oceans and seven continents—although their  mar
shals and admirals  talk  tha t way. But they certainly have not ruled out using 
force when and where they see a favorable balance of gain and risk. And there 
is no doubt at  a ll tha t they mean to take every advantage of the psychological 
effect of thei r growing milita ry might at  a time when the United States  is obviously contracting its milita ry reach, reconsidering is commitments, and 
trying to rearrange its priorit ies afte r the experience in Indochina.

The Mediterranean-Middle E ast  region happens to be where these Soviet efforts 
have flowered, for geographical and political reasons. For one thing it is close 
to home. The Russians see the Mediterranean as an extension of the Black Sea, 
jus t as we see i t the other way round. It  is a pathway to the oceans which they 
reach now through the Strait of Gibraltar and hope again to reach through 
the Suez Canal, perhaps a Soviet-controlled one. They maintain a permanent  
naval force in the Mediterranean, which at times has over 60 ships, and they 
support it both from home bases and from facilities in litto ral countries like 
Egypt and Syria, where they also have the use of airfields to compensate for 
the lack of attack carr iers  in the ir naval forces.

Illustra ting  the point made a short while ago, the main purpose of these forces 
is pol itica l: to give confidence to thei r friends and allies, to intimidate our 
friends and allies, and to influence the decisions of governments both in the 
region and outside it. One other point should also be made, however. The history 
of the Soviet penetration shows tha t the political opportunities and gains gen
erally preceded rath er than followed the military presence in local countries. 
Egypt, which is the keystone of the whole Soviet position, originally invited 
the Soviets in for its own political reasons, to support Egyptian and Arab na
tionalist aims against the West and against Israel. After military defeat in 1956 
and in 1967, each time Nasser turned  desperately to Moscow to renew his supply 
of arms, and Moscow obliged. In the past few years the Egyptian leadership 
has so feared Israel’s power tha t it has called in Soviet “advisers”—some esti
mates being as high as 17.000, roughly the number of American “advisers” Pres
ident Kennedy sent to Vietnam if the comparison has any interest—including 
combat personnel manning missile sites and aircraf t.

In stressing the political antecedents of the Soviet mili tary foothold in Egypt, 
I do not mean to say tha t the Soviets are in there jus t to help their friends 
against Israel  and would withdraw if Israel met some Egyptian demands. They 
might welcome a less dangerous involvement on the front line, but they are 
in Egypt for their own reasons and will not easily be persuaded to leave. The 
15-year trea ty signed in May of this year—whatever it turns out to mean in 
practice—shows the ir intention to hold on to this relationship.

Yet it is well to remember one of the basic facts of international relations 
today, one which the British and French have had to learn in this region and 
with which the United States and the Soviet Union itself have had experience 
in various parts  of the world. It  is tha t the strong, despite thei r possession of 
overwhelming military superiority, often find it unusuable in trying to impose 
thei r will on the weak.

Thus, in considering America’s and Western Europe’s policies, we should 
not think of Soviet policy as a fixed schedule for conquest or domination, or as a 
program made in Moscow which somehow unrolls by autonomous action without 
reference to the politics of the area. Success depends upon opportunities. They 
have had opportunities and have made good use of most of them. That they will 
continue at the same rate  is questionable. They will experience the resent
ment of local nationalism, as the West has. They will run into mounting costs, 
both on the military side and in meeting the demands of the ir clients. They will 
run afoul of local conflicts between rival states and leaders , and between commu
nists and nationalis ts fas recently in the Sudan). The question of Israe l has been 
the ir “Open Sesame” to the Arab world, but even this key can lose its magic.
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AU of which leads to the conclusion th at what the Western nations do in the ir 
own relations with the state s of the  Mediterranean and Middle East will have a 
grea t deal to do with the question of response to Soviet policy. Let us look first 
at  the military posture tha t is required, and then at the poliical factors. In both 
it will be apparent tha t the Arab-Israel dispute is close to the hea rt of the problem.

TH E MILITARY BALANCE

The Soviet naval buildup in the Mediterranean has aroused concern in Wash
ington and in the councils of NATO. Successive meetings of NATO ministers 

g since 1968 have resulted in repeated calls for vigilance, a warning to the Soviets
(af ter  the invasion of Czechoslovakia) tha t NATO would regard any inte r
vention in Europe or the Mediterranean with grave concern, and a number 
of specific decisions: to improve the effectiveness of allied naval forces; to set 
up a new command for coordinated surveillance of Soviet forces; and to ear-•  mark vessels of various national forces to provide the nucleus of a NATO force 
which would come together  for maneuvers, tra ining, and possible combined oper
ations. The American, British, Italian, Greek, and Turkish navies have taken 
pa rt in these measures. The French have not.

What more is to be done? Tha t depends on the purpose. The first is to main
tain  an adequate balance of mil itary power. By tha t I mean that the Sixth Fleet 
should retain  at least  the relative position which it now has and should con
tinuously undergo modernization; and tha t NATO members’ forces should also 
make their  presence count in the military equation. The idea is not to assure 
victory in war—the Soviet Mediterranean squadron is in the natu re of a suicide 
force if it came to that,  and a  big w ar would by-pass the Mediterranean anyway. 
Talk of the danger of Western Europe being rolled up from the south seems to 
me a larmist.

The real questions are how to prevent adventurous Soviet moves, or a “Cuba 
in reverse,” should they come to believe their  own strength on the spot sufficient 
to cause us to back down in a crisis. Not tha t a milita ry balance is precisely 
reflected in political decisions. But it is a necessary par t of the  background for 
them. It  is an open Russian boast tha t we could not now repeat  the Lebanon 
landing of 1958 because thei r fleet would be in the way. Would we be similarly 
blocked from milita ry action to defend Israel? Does the presence of the Sixth Fleet prevent the Soviets from exploiting the ir m ilitary  position in Egypt? What
ever one’s conclusions on those hypothetical cases may be, there is little  doubt 
that the presence of each force puts rest rain ts on the  other. That  is not  such a 
bad situation in so f ar as it reduces the chances of any big-power intervention 
in local affairs.

The second purpose of military policy is to give confidence to s tates associated 
with the West and substance to our commitments and to deterrence. It  is here 
tha t the NATO role is important. Italy, Greece, and Turkey are members of 
NATO, not special wards of the United States, and they are interested in joint 
defense. A stronger NATO posture enables the Turks  to move toward detente* with Russia on thei r own terms and not through weakness.

The other case is the far  more difficult one of Israel. Israel, to protect its own 
security, has become a factor not only in the local balance of power but in the 
big-power balance between the United States and the U.S.S.R. Thus, because of « the deep Soviet involvement in Egypt, Israe l faces what  is a combined Egyptian-
Soviet force across the Suez Canal. The United States, in its avowed policy of 
not permitting the balance to be tipped against Israel, continues to arm Israe l 
as a counterforce not only to Arab armies but to the advance of Soviet power in 
the Middle East.

I know very well that this is seen as a clear and logical policy, necessary for 
American security, by many in the Congress and in the country. It seems to  me 
rat he r to illus trate  the dilemma in which we find ourselves. Isra el’s raids deep 
into Egypt before the cease-fire of 1970 helped to bring Soviet combat personnel 
into Egypt. Now the upward spiral  of Soviet aid to Egypt and  U.S. aid to Israe l 
in ever more powerful and complex weapons—it avails little  to argue about who 
start ed it—increases the danger tha t if the cease-fire does not hold, the U.S. and 
the U.S.S.R. will draw closer to involvement even though tha t is a situat ion 
both want to avoid.

The other par t of the dilemma is our European allies do not support the idea 
that  Israe l is a bastion of Western strength  preventing the Soviets and the ir 
Arab clients from overrunning the Middle East. They support the aim of bring-



180

ing about a negotiated settlement between Israe l and the Arab states, but arenot very sanguine of our success in pulling it off unless we can get Israel  toaccept the principle of withdrawal from occupied territories. The French areopenly following a policy of thei r own aimed at building thei r own position inthe Arab world, and Britain, Germany, and Italy  are definitely uneasy about asituat ion which seems to threaten thei r oil supply. The result is tha t in so faras they want to see Soviet power countered, they do not see mil tiary  support ofIsrael, while Israe l stands at Suez, as the right way to do it. There is no possibility of the acceptance of Israe l in NATO, certainly not without an Arab-Israel settlement, and probably not  then.
I realize th at Israel  sees its very existence at stake, and tha t the Soviet Union *is doing its  best to get us to do the job of putting  pressure on Israe l and thus winning a political  victory for the most belligerent Arabs and for the U.S.S.R. as well. Presiden t Sadat ’s setting of deadlines and threa ts to sta rt up the war do not help the situation. But there is no Western policy in the Middle Eas t if the United States and Israel are alone trying to hold a military position, with the *possibility tha t American military  force in the area would cease to deter and would have to be used, without support or approval from any source. The State Department’s desperate efforts to get a negotiated settlement are justified in the light of tha t possibility. This is our traditio nal policy : to t ry to get a compromise.But how to get it when we have lost our standing with the Arabs and seem to have no real leverage with Israel?

U .S . AN D W EST ER N PO LIC IE S

What, then, is indicated on the political and diplomatic side? First, to keep alive the goal of a settlement on the basis of the U.N. resolution of November 22,1967, to which all concerned give lip service. I t is hard to see the possible success of outside attempts to bring the partie s to a compromise when they are not of a mind to take steps which made compromise possible. The Jarring mission can hardly be revived unless Israel is willing to yield on the ter rito rial  question (subject to final agreement on demilitarized zones, guarantees, and so forth, thus putting the Arabs’ pledges to the tes t). Possibly the United States can be more persuasive than it ha s: possibly Israel i views will change with political change at home. But the world may have to continue to live with what  it has had for over 20 years and has now, an unresolved conflict.
That  brings us to the second point, the need to resume serious talks  with the Soviet Union on the Middle East. Earl ier attempts brought deception and recriminations, but it is clear tha t if the Arab-Israel conflict cannot be settled it has to be controlled. Only the two superpowers can do that , but they cannot be sure of doing it without some understanding  of the limits of risk, and without an agreement to give p riority  to their  common interest  in containing the conflict over their  separa te concerns in their  respective ties with the contesting parties and thei r fears of losing ground to each other. The Soviet leaders have shown a good deal of flexibility in modifying the cold war elsewhere and in negot iating on o ther outstanding issues. In the Middle East  they have made gains because of the Arab-Israel conflict; consequently, they do not want an agreement which would make it  disappear. But prudence in controlling the conflict would scarcely have that result.
Thirdly, and for the longer run—and here the argument comes back to the ♦question of Western rather than American policy—Europe has not played a role commensurate with its interests in security, political relations with the Middle East, and the supply of oil. Beyond individual national policies, beyond the par ticipation of Brita in and France in four-power talks, there is a new Europe of Six. soon to be Ten, which has great actual and potential importance for all Middle Easte rn and North African states, including Israel. A European presence—military (through NATO or later possibly outside it ),  political and economic—could help to reduce the rigidity of the direct Soviet-American competition. It  could exert a greater influence on the Arab-Israel problem and help to settle or stabilize it, despite the fact tha t Israel now distrusts the European powers as promoters of a sell-out. And Europe could and should take on greater responsibility for what is essentially its own vital interest in oil, in which we, of course, have a supportive interest.
Such a Europe would not be a junio r par tner  of the United States whom we called upon to share our burdens. It might cross or compete with some U.S.



interests  in one way or another. The weigh t of  its contrib ution to those large r aims which Euro pe and Ame rica  share, however, would depend larg ely on its abil ity to act independently. The least  the United States should do would be to refra in from blocking or underm ining tha t assertion  of independent intere st. It  could help give  substance to our proclaim ed desire to have someone else help carry the load.
Mr. Hamilton. The subcommittee stands adjourned .
(Whereupon at 12:30 p.m., the  joint  subcommittee adjourned, sub

ject to call of the Chair.)
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B io g r a ph ie s  of  W it n e s s e s

1.  VERNON  V. AS PA TU RIA N

Vernon V. Aspaturian, Ph.D., U.C.L.A.; Research Professor of Political Sci
ence and Director, Slavic and Soviet Language and Area Center. Specializes 
in international politics, comparative  foreign policy and Soviet politics and for
eign policy. He is the author of The Union Republics in Soviet Diplomacy and The Soviet Union in the World Communist System, and co-author of Modem Political Systems: Europe, and of Foreign Policy in World Politics. He has 
contributed to Martin, Neutra lization  and Non-Alignment, Kaplan, The Revolution in World Politics,  Kassof, Prospects for  Soviet Society, Dallin and Larson, 
Soviet Politics Since Khrushchev , Farre ll, Approaches to Comparative and Inter- National  Politics, Keep, Contemporary History, in the Soviet Mirror, Macridis, 
Modern European Governments: Case Studies in Comparative Policy Making. 
He is currently completing two additional books, Power and Process in Soviet Foreign Policy and Soviet and Chinese Images of the Kennedy Administration.  
His articles have appeared in the American Political Science Review, Journal  of Politics, Journal of International Affairs, Survey. Yale Review, Reporter, International Organization, and Current History. He has held a Rockefeller Fellow
ship, consultantships with the RAND Corporation, Army War College, Planning 
Research Corporation, the U.S. Disarmament Agency, and the Center for Stra
tegic Studies. He has been a Research Associate at the Washington Center for 
Foreign Policy Research and has held visiting appointments at Columbia, Hop
kins, U.C.L.A., and a Smith-Mundt Professorship in Geneva. His book, Process and Power in Soviet Foreign Policy, will be published by Little, Brown in Fall, 
1970.

2 . L.  CARL BROWN

L. Carl Brown, Garret t Professor  in Foreign Affairs in the Department of Near 
Eastern Studies at  Princeton University, is interes ted in the modern histo ry of 
the Near Eas t and North Africa, with special emphasis on the Arabic-speaking world.

After  graduating from Vanderbilt University in 1950, with a B.A. degree, he 
attended the University of Virginia for a year and then spent another year at 
the London School of Economics.

He then began a six-year caree r with the Foreign Service, first in Beirut, Lebanon, where he spent 18 months  in the American Embassy’s Arabic Language 
and Area Training Program, and then in Khartoum, Sudan, where he served as the Embassy’s economics officer.

Return ing to the United States in 1958, Professor Brown attended Harvard 
University and in 1962 completed his Ph.D. in History and Middle Eastern Studies. From 1962 until 1966 he served at Harvard as an Assistant  Professor of Middle Eastern Studies.

He joined the faculty of Princeton  University as Associate Professor of Ori
ental Studies in 1966, and was named to the post of Director of the University’s 
Program in Near Eastern Studies on February 1, 1969. In July  of the same year  
he was made Chairman of the  Department of Near Eastern Studies [successor, 
with the Department of Eas t Asian Studies of the former Orienta l Studies De
partment] upon the retirement of T. Cuyler Young. Brown was promoted to 
Professor In July 1970 and at  the same time named the second Incumbent of 
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the Ga rre tt Professorship , originally establish ed in 1952 in memory of Horatio W. 
Ga rre tt ’95 and, thro ugh  lat er  gifts , in honor also of John W. Ga rre tt ’95 and 
Robert Ga rre tt ’97.

Brown is co-author, with  Char les A. Micaud and Clement H. Moore, of 
Tunisia: The Polit ics of Modernization (1964), is edi tor of State and Society  
in Independent North Afr ica  (Middle East Insti tut e, 1966), and is tra ns la tor 
(with commentary)  of The Sure st Path —The Polit ical Trea tise of a 19th Cen
tury  Muslim Sta tesm an  (1967). He is a member of the  African Stud ies Associa
tion, the  Middle Ea st Ins titu te, the  Middle Ea st Studies Association, and  he 
belongs to Phi Beta  Kappa. In 1970 he was named  a member of the  Middle 
Easte rn Civil izatio n V isiting Committee at Ha rva rd.

A native of Mayfield. Ky., where  he was born April 22, 1928, Brown is the 
son of Mrs. Gwendolyn T. Brown, of Mayfield, and  the  late Leon Carl  Brown. 
He was married in 1953 to the form er Anne Winc heste r Stokes, also of May- 
field. The Browns have three children, Eliza beth B. (Fe bru ary  12, 1958), Joseph 
W. (Apr il 30,1959). and Jefferson T. (May 23,1962).

Professor Brown is a vete ran of 18 months service with  the  U.S. Air Force 
during 1946-47.

3. JOHN  C. CAMPBELL

A nat ive  of New York City, Dr. Campbell gradua ted  with  an A.B. summa 
cum laude,  from Ha rvard  College in 1933. From  Ha rvard  University  he received 
his A.M. in 1936 and Ph.D. in 1940.

Dr. Campbell has  pursued a distinguished caree r in teaching, government serv
ice and writing. He has  taught  at  Harva rd,  Columbia and the  Univers ity of 
Louisvil le and has  delivered regula r or occasional lectu res at the  Fore ign Serv
ice Ins titute , the  National  War College, Industr ial  College of the  Armed Forces, 
Yale, Princeton.  Michigan, and many other colleges and unive rsitie s.

Between 1942 and  1968 he served in a number of capacities with  the Depar t
ment of State, including assignmen ts as Deputy Directo r, Office of Ea st Asian 
Affairs, 1952, and member of the  Policy Planning Council in 1967-68. He has 
served on the Council on Foreign Rela tions  at  various times between 1941 and 
the  presen t.

His publ ications on the  Middle East, Ea ste rn Europe,  the Soviet Union and 
South  America are  legion. Best known in the  field of Middle Ea st stud ies is 
his “Defense of the  Middle Eas t:  Problems of American Policy”. (Revised edi
tion 1960) His art icle “The Arab-Is rael i Conflict : An American Policy” appeared  
in th e October  1970 issue  of FOREIGN AFFAIRS.

Dr. Campbell is a member of the  Board of Governors  of the Middle East Ins titu te.
4.  RICHARD T. DAVIES

Mr. Davies  was  born in Brooklyn, New York, May 28, 1920. He was educ ated  
at  Columbia University , receiving an A.B. in 1942. While serving in the  United 
Sta tes Army (1942-45), he took Advanced German Area and Language Tra ining 
at  Ohio Sta te Univers ity (1943-44) and serve d in Mil itary Government in 
Germany (1944-45).

Following his Army service, Mr. Davies was employed as  a Plan t C orrespondent 
with  General Motors Overseas Operations  (1946). He was la ter an ins tru cto r in 
German at  the Brooklyn Polytechnic In sti tu te  (1946-47).

A ca ree r Fore ign Service Officer since 1947, Mr. Davies has  spent  16 of  his 23 
years in the Foreign Service work ing in the Soviet Union and Easte rn Europe 
and in positions in Wash ington  and  Pa ris  deal ing with Soviet and Easte rn 
European af fairs . He served as political officer a t Warsaw  (1947-49) and Moscow 
(1951-53 and 1961-63) and on the  Interna tio na l Staff of NATO in Pa ris  
(1953—55), and as Publ ic Affairs Adviser in the  Offices of Easte rn European  
Affairs (1958-59) and Soviet Union Affair s (1959-61) in the  Depar tment  of 
State . Before his first  assignment to Moscow, Mr. Davies stud ied the Russian  
language and received Soviet are a tra ini ng  at  the  Foreign Service Insti tut e, 
Middlebury College, and Columbia Univers ity (1950-51). In 1963, following his 
second assignm ent to Moscow as Pol itica l Counselor, Mr. Davies was  detailed 
to the Senior Seminar in Foreign Policy at  th e Fore ign Service Ins titute . In 1964, 
he served  as Deputy Execu tive Sec reta ry of the  Executiv e Se creta ria t in the 
Depa rtment. From  1965 to 1968, Mr. Davies was Ass istant Dir ector for the  Soviet 
Union and Easte rn Europe in the  United  Sta tes  Inform ation Agency, which  
conferred its  Super ior Honor Award on him in 1968.
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Mr. Davies  also served as  pol itica l officer at  the  American Embassy in Kabul 
from 1955 to 1958. His most recent assignment overseas was as Consul General 
in Calc utta  (1968-69). He return ed to Washing ton in August 1969 to become a 
Member of the Sta te Depar tment ’s newly formed Planning and Coordination 
Staff, with  respo nsib ility  for United Sta tes rela tions wi th the  Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe.  Mr. Davie s assum ed his presen t dut ies  as Deputy  Ass istant 
Secreta ry of Sta te for European Affair in August 1970.

Mr. Davies is the  auth or of “The Fa te of Po lish  Socialism ,” in Phi lip E. Mosely, 
editor, The Sov iet  Union, 1922-62 (1963), and  “The Amer ican Commitment to 
Public Propag and a,” in Cla rk C. Havighurst, editor, Internationa l Control of 
Propaganda (1967).

5.  HERBERT S. DINE RS TE IN
Education:

Born in New York City on March 3, 1919. Attended  New York City Public  
schools. B.A. with Special Honors in the Social Sciences, The City College of the 
City of New York, 1939. Phi  Beta Kappa, M.A. in History , Harva rd,  1940. Ph.D. 
in History , H arv ard , 1943.
Emp loym ent:

Soviet Regional Analyst, Office of Wa r Info rma tion , Wash ington , D.C.
Instr uc tor  in History , New York University , Washington  Square , New York 

City. 1945-46.
Social Science Rese arch  Council Demobiliza tion Award,  1946- 47.
Ass istant Pro fessor  of His tory , Stevens In sti tu te  of Technology, Hoboken, 

New Jersey,  1947-50.
Co nsult an t: The RAND Corporation, 1948-50. Assigned to the  p ro ject : Studies 

in Soviet C ulture, d irected by Dr. M argare t Mead.
Staff  member and  Head  of Soviet Section RAND Corporation. (Sa nta  Monica 

and Washington, D.C.) 1950-66.
Visit ing P rofe ssor 1958-59 (on leave  from RAND) at  In st itu t Universitaire  des 

Haute s Etudes  Int ern ati onale s of the  Univers ity of Geneva, Switzerland.
Taugh t courses at  the  University of Cal ifornia at  Los Angeles, 1961, 1962, 

1965.
Present ly.— Professo r, The  School of Advanced Interna tio na l Studies, the 

Johns Hopkins University, Washington. D.C., and Associa te of The Wash ington 
Center of Fore ign Policy Researc h, 1740 Massachusetts  Avenue, N.W., Wash
ington, D.C .20036.
Publicat ions:

Communism and the  R uss ian  Peasant and with Leon Goure, Moscow in Crisis, 
Fre e Press. Glencoe, Illino is, 1955.

War and the Sov iet Union, Fre der ick  P raeg er, New York, 1959, Briti sh edition, 
1959. German edi tion, 1960.

Sov iet Mili tary  S tra tegy with  Leon Goure and Thomas W. Wolfe, Prent ice-H all, 
New Jer sey, 1963.

Inte rve ntion Against Communism, The Joh ns Hopkins University Press , Ba lti 
more. 1967.

Fif ty  Years o f So vie t Foreign Policy, The Joh ns Hopkins Press,  Ju ne  1968.
“The Soviet Outlook” in America  and the World, The Johns Hopk ins Press, 

1970.
“The Sino-Soviet Conflict” in Internatio nal  Conflict in the Nuclear Age, 

Win throp Publishers, 1970.
Magazine articles .

6. ROMAN KOLKOW ICZ

Born  1929. US citizen, m arr ied , thre e children.
Education .—M.A. and  Ph.D. received a t the  Univers ity of Chicago.
Professional acti vities.— Pro fessor  of Poli tica l Science, Univers ity of Cali

forn ia, Los Angeles; senio r sta ff member, In sti tu te  for  Defense Analyses , 1966- 
70: visi ting  profe ssor,  George Washington University, Univers ity of Virginia, 
CUNY; research  staf f member, The Rand Corp., 19(51-66.

Areas of spec ialisat ion.— Com para tive pol itic s; int ern ational rel ations; Soviet 
foreig n and  stra teg ic policy.

Publications .—The  Soviet Milita ry and the Communis t Party, Princeto n Uni
ver sity  Press, 1967; The Sov iet Union and Arm s Control, John s Hopkins Press, 
1970 (editor, co-author) ; contr ibuted to five volumes on Soviet af fa irs : also pub- 

70-214— 71— —13



186

lished in World Politics, Orbis, Comparative Politics, Aussenp olit ik, Osteuropa,
Survey, Problems of Communism, Inte rpla y, etc.

Rela ted act ivit ies.—Delivered  papers, lectures at  int ern ational conferences  
at  Evian , Fra nc e; West Berl in ; Moscow ; Garm isch-Par tenk irche n-Washington ;
Tel-Aviv. Also at  H arvard , Columbia, Wa r College, Pennsy lvan ia, etc.

7. DAVID S.  LANDES

Born : April 29,1924, New York City.
Townsend Ha rri s High School (New York) ; City College of New York, A.B.,

1942; H arv ard  University , A.M., 1943, Ph.D. 1953.
Junio r Fellow of the  Society of Fellows, Ha rvard  University, 1950-53; Assist- •

an t Pro fessor  of Economics, Columbia University , 1952-55; Associate Professor 
of Economics, Columbia University, 1955-58; Fellow, Cente r for Advanced Study 
in the behaviora l Sciences, Stanford, 1957-58; Professor of His tory  and Eco
nomics, Unive rsity  of California,  Berkeley, 1958-04; Prof esso r of Histo ry. Ha r
vard University , 1964-. Served Army of the U.S.A. 1943-40, to ran k of Fi rst  °
Lieu tena nt, Signal Corps.

Publications .—B ankers and Pashas:  Internatio nal  Finance and Economic 
Imper iali sm in Egypt (Heinemann and Harva rd,  1958) ; The Unbound Pro
metheus:  Technological  Change and Industr ial  Development in  Western Europe 
from 1750 to the Present (Cambridge Univers ity Press, 1908) ; “Technological 
Change and Ind ust ria l Development in Western  Europe , 1750-1914,” in Cam
bridge Economic  Histo ry, Vol. VI (Cam bridge University Press , 1905) ; Edito r,
The Rise of Capitalism (Macmillan, 1905) ; Co-editor, His tory as Social Science 
(Prentice-H all, 1971); “Japa n and Europ e: Con tras ts in Ind ust ria lization, ” in 
William Lockwood, ed., The Sta te and Economic Ente rpri se in Japa n: Essays in 
the Political Economy of Growth, 93-182. Artic les and reviews in the  Journal of 
Economic History,  Explorat ions  in Ent repreneur ial History,  Revue d’histoire 
mod erne e t contemporaine,  an d o ther jou rna ls.

Trustee , Economic History Assoc iati on; Pres iden t, Council on Research in 
Economic History, 1963-00; Directo r, Cen ter for  Middle Easte rn Studies. Ha r
vard University . 1900-08. Board of Edito rs, Kyklos, Journal of Economic  History.

Fellow, Royal His toric al Society (Grea t Brit ain) , Member AHA. American 
Economic Association, Society for French Historical Studies , Soci£t6 d ’Histoire 
Moderne; and other p rofessional societies .

Ha rvard  Club of New York City, Ha rvard  Club, Boston.
Phi Beta Kappa.
Fellow, American Academy of Ar ts an d Sciences.
Ellen McArthur  lectu rer, The Univers ity of Cambridge, 1964.
Overseas Fellow, Churchill  College, Univers ity of Cambridge, 1968-69.
Membre associ6, Foundatio n Rayaumont pour  le Prog res des Sciences de 

l’Homme.
Current work:  A His tory  of the  Bleichroder  bank (B er lin );  Social Conse

quences of Indus tria lization in Western  Europe.
Fu rth er  biographica l da ta in Who’s Who in Americ a; and  in American  Men *

of Science : The Social and Behavioral Sciences (9th edi tion ).
Married to Sonia Tarnopol, gra duate  of George Wash ington Univers ity and 

Boston Unive rsity.
Three children.

8.  WALTER LAQUEU B **

Born Bres lau, Germany, 1921. 1938-1939—Student, Hebrew Unive rsity , Je rusa 
lem ; 1939-1943—-Agricultural La bo urer ; 1944-1953—Pol itical jo ur na li st ; 1955- 
1967—Found er and Editor  of Surve y (in London). Research in Russian  and 
Central European  histo ry and Middle Easte rn aff air s; 1958—Visiting Profe ssor,
Johns Hopkins Un iversity; 1959, Vis iting  Professor,  Univers ity of Chicago.
Research Fellow, Ha rva rd University . Russian  & Middle East Cen te r; 1962—
Fellow S.C.R., St. Antony’s College, Oxford; 1964—Director , Insti tu te  of Con
temporary His tory  (Wiener Library) , and University Professor, Univers ity of 
Re ad ing ; 1966—Founder and co-editor  of Journa l of Contemporary His to ry ;
1967—Associate, Ha rva rd Russian  Researc h Cente r; 1967—Professor, His tory  
of Ideas and Polit ics (with full ten ure) , Brande is Univers ity 1969—Recipient,  
Distinguished Wr iter s Award, Georgetown Unive rsi ty;  1971—Associate Coun
selor, Cente r for Strategic  and In ter na tio na l Studies , Georgetown Unive rsity .



187

Fellowships.—1958, Rocke feller  Fellowship; 1962, Rockefeller Fellowship:  
i960, Ford  Fellowship.

Author.—Out of the  Ruins of Europe , 1971; Communism and National ism in 
the  Middle Eas t, 1956; The Soviet Union and the  Middle Eas t, 1959; The Road 
to War,  19G7; The Struggle for  the Middle East, 19G9; Europe since Hit ler,  
1970; Young Germany, 1961; Russ ia and  Germany, 1964 ; The Fa te of the  Revolu
tion, 1966; The Road to  Je rusa lem, 1957.

Edi ted.—The Middle Ea st in Tra nsi tion, 195S; The Israel-A rab Reader, 1969; 
The Sta te of Soviet Studies , 1965; Dictionary of Contemporary  History, 1970; 
(wi th G. Mosse) : In ter na tio na l Fas cism:  The Lef twing Intelle ctuals  between 
the  W ars; Li ter atu re and Hi sto ry ; ‘1914’ ; and other volumes of the Journal of 
Contemporary  History  in the Ha rpe rs Torchbook serie s (also  in Ita lia n and 
German transl ations) ; (wi th L. Labedz) : Polycentrism (New York, 1962) ; 
(with G. Lichtheim) : The Soviet C ultura l Scene (London), 1957.

9.  JO H N  H . LIC H TB LA U

Office, 60 E ast  42d Stree t, New York. N.Y. 10017; T el: TN 7-0052.
Education.—B.A., City College of New York, 1949; M.A. Economics, New York 

Univers ity 1951.
Current positions.—Executive  director , Pet roleum Indu str y Rese arch  Found a

tion, Inc., 60 Ea st 42d Stree t, New York, 10017; ma rke t research consultan t, 
Nat ional Oil Fuel In sti tu te  (NOF I) ; consult ant on petro leum economics, Office 
of Emergency Prepare dness, Washing ton,  D.C.

Previous positions.-—Petroleum economist, Walter J. Levy, Inc. (1954-55) ; 
economic analyst,  Nat ional Indu str ia l Conference Board (1953) ; economic an a
lyst, U.S. Dep artm ent  of Labor (1951-53).

Author  of books and  monographs on oil imports, oil depletion, energy policy, 
oil taxation,  etc.

Articles on oil and  energy  problem s in Repor ter Magazine, New York Times, 
Journa l of Commerce, Fin anc ial  Times (London), World Petroleum, Journa l of 
Petroleum Technology, Oil D aily, Middle Ea st Jou rna l, Oil & Gas Journal.

Delivered papers on petroleum economics a t :
University  of Louisvil le, World  Tra de  Conference; American University. En

ergy In st itu te ; American Insti tu te  of Mining and  Metalurgical Eng ineers : Uni
ver sity  of London, School of Eco nom ics; Middle Ea st Insti tut e, Wash ington , 
D.C .; New York Society of Security  Analy sts ; Northw este rn University, Annual 
Conference on Petroleum Econom ics; Rocky Moun tain Insti tu te  on Petro leum 
Economics; Economic Seminar, Venezue lan Management Associa tion, Carac as ; 
Joh ns Hopkins University, School of Advanced In ter na tio na l Affairs.

Taught Course, “Economics and Pol itics of Ene rgy” at  New School for Social 
Research,  New York, N.Y. (1961-62).

Attended  Brookings Insti tut ion  Conference of Experts  on Oil and Gas Ta xa 
tion  (1962) and  UN Seminar  on La tin  American Petroleum Policies, Santiago, 
Chile, (1967).

Testif ied on subj ect of petro leum imports  before Congressional Committees, 
Government Depar tments and  Regulatory Agencies.

Member Nat ional Petroleu m Council.

10 . JA C K  F. M ATL OCK , JR .

Born North Carolina October 1, 1929. Marr ied. Duke University, AB 1950; 
Columbia Univ., MA 1952; Pr ivate experience—trans lator- edito r for  magazine,  
1952-53; Instruc tor  of Russ ian, Dartm outh College, 1953-54, 55-56; joined Sta te 
Dept. 1956; Consular Officer, Vienna , August 1958; Oberam mergau , Russian  
language  are a stud ies August 1960; Pol itical Officer, Moscow, October 1961; 
Accra, Sept. 1963; Principal  Officer, Zanzibar, Apri l 1967; DCM Dar es Salaam, 
Sept. 1969; Dept. det. Sr. Sem inar  in Fore ign Policy August 1970; FSO-2 , 
March 1969. Coun try Directo r for  Soviet Union Affairs,  Jun e 1971. Languages: 
French, German, Russian .

1 1 . RIC HARD P IP E S

Born. 1923, Cieszyn, Pola nd ; 1940, came to the  United States ; 1943, natura lized ; 
1943-46, served w ith  th e Army of th e United State s.

Education .—Middle schools in Poland, 1945, Cornell Unive rsity , A.B .; 1950, 
Ha rvard University , Ph.D.



188

Professional positions.—1950---- , Ha rvard  faculty member ; 1963----, professor
of H is to ry ; 1962-64, assoc iate di rector ; 1968, dir ector, Russian  Research Ce nter ; 
1956, visiting assis tant  professor of histo ry, Univers ity of C alifo rnia  at  Berkeley  ; 
member  Jo in t Committee Slavic Studies , American Council Learned Societies.

Affilia tions .—1956, 65, Guggenheim Fe llo w; 1961, Rockefeller Fe llo w; 1965, 
Fellow, American Council Learned Soc ieti es; Fellow, American Academy Arts  
and  Sciences.

Publ ications.— 1954, Form ation  of the Sov iet Union; 1964, Revised edi tion; 
1959, Kar amzin' s Memoir on Ancient and Modern Russia;  1963, Social Democracy 
and the St.  Petersburg Labor Movement, 1885-1897; 1969, Europe Since  1815; 
1970. Struve : L ibera l on the Lef t, 1870-1905; 1961, editor, Rus sian Inte lligentsia  ; 
1966, edito r, Giles Fletcher, Of the  Russe Com monwealth; 1968, edito r, Revolu
tionary Russ ia.

12 . EUGENE VICTOR ROSTOW

Personal.—Born August 25, 1913, in New York, N.Y.; son of Victor  A. and 
Lill ian (Helman) Rosto w; marr ied  Edna B. G reenbe rg; c hi ld ren: Victor, Jessica , 
Nicholas. Education . Yale Unive rsity , A.B., 1933, LL.B., 1937, M.A., 1944; King’s 
College, Cambridge University, gra duate  study, 1933-34. P ol iti cs : D emocra t. Re
lig ion: Jewish. Home: 208 St. Roman St., New Haven , Conn.;  (sum mer) Peru, 
Vt. 05152; Office : Yale Law School, New Haven, Conn.

Career.—Admitted to New York Sta te Bar , 1937; Cravath , Swaine & Moore 
(law  f irm),  New York, N.Y., a ttorney , 1937-38; Yale University Law School, New 
Haven,  Conn., a ssi sta nt  professor , 1938-41, as sociate professor, 1941-44, professo r
of law, 1944---- , dean 1955-1965. Visit ing professor, Univers ity of Chicago,
1941; Pi tt  Profess or of American His tory  and  Ins titu tions,  and  Fellow of King’s 
College, Cambridge Unive rsity, 1959-60; Ea stm an Visiting Professor, and Fellow 
of Balliol  College, Oxford University , 1970-71. Adviser, U.S. Depar tme nt o f State , 
1942-44, 1961-65, Ster ling Profess or of La w and Public Affiairs, 1965----; Un
dersecreta ry of Sta te for  Pol itica l Affairs, 1966-69; assis tan t to executive  secre
tary ., United  Nations Economic Commission for  Europe,  Geneva, Switzerland, 
1949-50. Wil liam W. Cook lectu rer,  Mich. Univers ity, 1958; John R. Coen lectr., U. 
Colo., 1961; Leary lectr., U. Utah , 1965, Brande is lectr. Brandeis University , 
19(55. Rosenthal lectr. Nor thwestern  Univ., 1965; atty,  gen’ls nat.  com. study  
An tit rust Laws, 1954-55. Mem. Advisory council of the Peace  Corps, 1961; con
su lta nt to undersecretar y of stat e, 1961-66, Trustee  Wa lter Meyer Ins t. Legal 
Research, 1958-65. Member, Jud icial Council of Connect icut, 1955-65. Member: 
American Law Insti tut e, American Academy of Arts and Sciences (fel low), Phi 
Beta  Kappa, Alpha  Delta  Phi, Century  Association (New York), Elizabethan 
Club (Yale ), Yale Club (New York). Awards, hon ors : Guggenheim fellowship 
for study of American an tit ru st  laws, 1959-60; M.A., 1959, LL.D., Cambridge 
University , 1962; Cheva lier of Legion of Honor (Franc e) , 1960; Grand Com
mander, Order of the  Crown (Belgium), 1969.

Writings.—  (Editor with  J. Douglass Po tea t) The Bankruptcy  Act of 1898, 
Chicago Founda tion  Press , 1940; (ed itor) The Recession of 1937-38, Unive rsity  
of Debtors’ Estate s, 4th edition, West Publ ishing, 1949; Planning for Freedom 
Press, 1948; (ed itor) Wesley Sturges, Cases and  Othe r Materials on the  Law 
of Debtors, Est ate s, 4th edition, West Publ ishing, 1949; Planning for Freedom, 
Yale Univers ity Press, 1959; The Sovereign  Preroga tive , Yale University  Press, 
1962; Law, Power, and the  P ursu it of Peace  (Un iver sity  of Nebraska Pre ss and 
Ha rpe r & Row, 1968) ; Fin al Report, Pre sid ent’s Task Force on Nation al Com
munications Policy  (E. V. Rostow, Chairm an)  (1968) ; Is  Law Dead? (E. V. 
Rostow, editor, 1971) ; Nemesis, Reflections on Peace  as a Problem of Law (in 
pre ss) .



A pp endix  I I

Soviet Middle East Pol icy: Origins  and Prospects

(By Arnold L. Horelick,* The RAND Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif.)
The  h ig h prof ile , de ep  inv ol ve m en t, and  he av y co m m itm en t of  th e So viet  Un ion  

in  th e  Middle E a s t is  unq ue st io na bl e.  M ea su re d by al m ost  an y st andard , th e 
A ra b Midd le E a s t is th e  no n- Com m un is t re gi on  w ith  w hi ch  th e  So viet  Un ion  
is  m os t de ep ly  invo lved . B u t th e re  is  re a l uncert a in ty  about w he re  So viet  po licy 
in  th e  are a is  he ad ed , p a rt ic u la rl y  w ith  re sp ec t to  th e  A ra b-I sr ae li  co nf lic t: 
Ho w deep  is  th e  So viet  m il it a ry  co m m itm en t to  th e  UA R?  Now th a t So viet 
m il it a ry  fo rc es  a re  opera tional ly  deplo yed, w ill  th ey  en ga ge  th e  Is ra e li s if  
fig ht ing re su m es ? U nd er  w hat co nd it io ns ? F o r w hat  pu rp os es ? W hat  ri sk  of con
fr on ta ti on  w ith  th e  U nited  S ta te s does Moscow th in k  it  i s ru nni ng ? W hat a re  the 
const ra in ts  and  li m it s on Sov ie t po lic y ?

The  ev en ts  of  th e  past  y ear ha ve  ra is ed  th es e qu es tion s in  p art ic u la rl y  ac ute  
fo rm , bu t an y exam in at io n  m ust  s ta r t w ith  an  ef fo rt  to  co mpr eh en d th e  fo rc es  
th a t dr iv e So viet  po lic y in  th e  M iddle E ast , th e  ba si c fa c to rs  and co ns id er at io ns  
th a t go ve rn  it.  W hat a re  th e  w el lspr in gs  of  So viet  po licy, and ho w d id  th e 
USS R get  w he re  i t is  to day  i n th e  M iddle E ast ?

Let  me  sa y a t th e  out.  e t w he re  I com e out on th is  an d off er th e bare  bones 
of  th e  ar gu m en t.  So viet po lic y in th e Middle E ast  is  a cl as sic ex am pl e of  op
port unis ti c adap ta ti on  to  ev en ts  in  an  unusu al ly  flu id  po lic y en vi ro nm en t. Th e 
ev ol ut io n of So viet  po lic y in th e Midd le E ast  has been la rg el y deri vate  ar is in g  
ou t of pu rs u it  of  more hig hl y va lued  ex tr a- re gio nal  ob ject ives , an d re ac tive , or  
im prov ised , in  re sp on se  to  opp ort unit ie s th a t ca me up  as  a re su lt  of  ev en ts  over 
whi ch  th e So viet Un ion  had  li tt le  co nt ro l, or  as  th e un in te nd ed  co nseq ue nc e of 
ac tion s undert aken  fo r o th er pu rp os es . Some  wou ld arg ue th a t al l fo re ig n po lic ies  
evolv e in  th a t m an ne r.  To  th os e I wo uld  sa y,  yes , bu t ra re ly  more so th an  in  th e 
So viet  Union 's Middle E a s t policy. I f  th is  im pl ie s di sa gre em en t w ith  thos e who 
em ph as ize th e h is to ri cal continuity  of  So viet po lic y an d harp  on th e age-o ld 
R uss ia n  im per ia l dri ve to  w arm -w at er  p ort s in  t h e  s ou th , th a t is  w hat  i s in te nd ed .

EARLY  SOVIET POLICY

Fe w, if  an y,  ob se rv er s of  th e  po st -W or ld  W ar I I  scen e could  ha ve  fo re se en  
th e pa ce  an d sco pe  of  th e USSR’s pen etr ati on  of  th e  A ra b Middle  E ast  duri ng  
th e pas t de ca de  an d a ha lf . To S ta lin  an d his  as so ci at es  th is  m us t ha ve  see me d 
a mos t im pr ob ab ly  su sc ep tib le  an d on ly m ar gi nal ly  in te re st in g  ta rg et ar ea . Th e 
A ra b wor ld , it  m ust  be em ph as ized , w as  nev er  a hi gh -p riori ty  region  fo r So viet 
fo re ig n po licy un ti l th e mid -19 50s . So viet  Middle E ast ern  po licy ha d al w ay s 
be en  fixed on th e  co nt ig uo us  no n- Arab Mo sle m st a te s of  T ur ke y an d Ir an . In  
th is  pr eo cc up at ion,  th e Bol sh ev ik s were in ac co rd  w ith th e tr ad it io ns of  T sa ri st  
fo re ig n pol icy . F or T sa ri s t R uss ia , th e “E ast ern  Q ue st io n” revo lved  ar ound th e 
fa te  of Con stan tino pl e an d th e Turk is h  S tr a it s  an d th e di sp os iti on  of  th e  B al ka n 
te rr it o ri es of th e  cr um bl in g O tto m an  Em pi re . Th e S u lt an ’s A ra b do m ai ns  a ro us ed  
R uss ia n  in te re st  in te rm it te n tl y , bu t only in re sp on se  to  opp ort unit ie s fo r ex pl oi t
in g them  to  th re a te n  C on st an tinop le  fro m th e re a r (e.g ., th e ep iso de  of  C ath er
in e' s ex tens io n of  m il it a ry  ass is ta nce  to  E gyp t) . Im per ia l R uss ia ’s p ri m ary  ob-

*Any view s ex pr es se d in  th is  P ap er  ar e th os e of th e au th or.  Th ey  sh ou ld  not  be in te rp re te d  
as re fle ct ing th e view s of The  RA ND  Cor po ra tion or  th e official  op in ion or  po lic y of an y 
of it s  go ve rn m en ta l or p ri va te  re se ar ch  sp on so rs . Papers  ar e re pr du ce d by Th e RAND  Co rp
ora tion  as  a co ur te sy  to  m em be rs  of it s  sta ff.

Th e pr es en t P ap er is  th e ed ited  tr a n sc ri p t of  a  ta lk  given by th e  au th o r on  No vemb er 21, 
197 0 a t  a co nf er en ce  on So viet  Pol ic y in th e N ea r an d Mi dd le E ast a t Ai rli e Ho use, W ar 
re nto n, Virgi ni a.  Th e pa pe r dr aw s he av ily on m ate ri a l pu bl ishe d ea rl ie r in  A. S. Be cker  
an d A. L. Hor el ick,  So vi et  Pol ic y in th e Middle E a st , Th e RA ND  C or po ra tion , R -5 0 4 -F F . 
Se pt em be r 1970.
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jective in seeking to control the Turkish Straits  was not so much to challenge 
the West’s naval monopoly in the Mediterranean as to prevent or limit the 
passage of Western men-of-war from the Mediterranean into the Black Sea.

The October Revolution temporarily changed the thru st of traditional Russian 
Middle East  policy, but not its geographical locus. Abandoning terr itor ial and 
commercial claims against its southern neighbors, the new Soviet Republic 
moved to cultivate  good state-to-state  rela tions with Turkey and Persia, at least 
to neutralize  them and prevent them from falling into the camp of the British, 
whom the Soviets continued, until afte r World War II, to regard as their  prin
cipal opponent to the south. It  was this same anti-British impulse tha t led to 
the Bolsheviks to sound the call for a general uprising throughout the Arab 
world, divided as it was by a variety  of dependency devices between the British >
and the French. But the call had little effect. The Soviet Union was physically 
denied entree to tha t p art of the world during the in ter-war years and the small 
illegal CP’s in the area, composed largely of minoritarian members and operating 
on the basis of incredibly inept Comintern directives, remained narrowly sec
tarian in outlook and failed to establish vital relationships with the rising L
forces of Arab nationalism.

It  may be asked whether this prolonged Soviet quiescence in the Arab world 
signified low interest or merely lack of opportunity. In foreign policy matters, 
interest and opportunity are too interdependent to permit a definitive answer.
Without interest,  opportunity will neither be perceived nor seized : interest too 
long denied a chance for advancement will eventually fade. This much can be 
said, however: Neither ideological preconceptions, cultura l affinity, historical 
inertia, or strateg ic calculations impelled the Soviet Union to search for op
portunities  for penetra ting the Arab Middle East. At the same time, the Soviet 
Union’s lack of physical access to the Arab world and the weakness of the 
Communist movement there acted as ba rriers to the stimulation of strong interes t 
in Arab affairs  in the Politburo.

There was one brief but fatefu l exception to this general rule of low Soviet 
political profile in the are a: the Soviet Union’s active support for the partit ion 
of Palestine and the creation of the  State of Israel, 1947-1948. Moscow’s sudden 
departure from Bolshevism’s tradi tiona l hostility  to Zionism in 1947-1948 was 
no shortsighted blunder soon corrected by the Soviet leaders, nor was it a 
Machiavellian ploy that  worked out with brilli ant success. In voting for partition, 
recognizing Israel, and facili tating the shipment of arms from Eastern Europe 
to defend the new state, the Soviet Union was not provoking the anger of tens 
of millions of Arabs merely to gain the goodwill of 600,000 Palest ine .Tews: but 
neither were the Soviet leaders so clairvoyant as to foresee the incredible chain 
of events th at would eventually make Soviet clients of Is rael ’s bi tterest enemies.
The USSR’s Palestine policy in 1947-1948 was governed by the same objective 
tha t had guided i t since the creation of the mandate system: the quickest pos
sible expulsion of the  British, whom early Bolsheviks regarded as the wily and 
powerful leaders of the international anti-Soviet camp (a role not unlike tha t 
attributed  to it during the nineteenth century by the Tsar’s ministers).

By 1947, the militant, disciplined, and highly organized Jews of Palestine had •
proven to be the only effective anti-B ritish force in the country. With Britain 
about to withdraw, partition  seemed the best alternative to ward off a UN-spon
sored trusteeship plan tha t would doubtless have been administered by Western 
military forces.

Still, I think Soviet willingness to incur the wrath of the Arab world in 1947- *
1948 shows how li ttle impressed Moscow was then with the anti-imperialist po
tentia l of Arab nationalism. But then the USSR showed littl e enthusiasm for any 
of the non-Communist Afro-Asian national liberation movements in the early 
postwar years, and was particularly  suspicious of those tha t achieved sta tehood 
by peaceful means. By the early 1950s it was clear tha t the undifferentiated “im
perialist lackey” model of the new nations no longer served Soviet purposes. The 
determination of developing nations, such as India  and Burma, to pursue inde
pendent, neut ralis t and passionately anti-imperialist (hence potentia lly anti- 
Western) foreign policies could no longer simply be ignored, even if Soviet 
ideologists con’d not yet satisfactori ly explain it. There was a real danger of 
foreclosing important foreign policy options for the USSR and permit ting the 
budding neut ralis ts to fall into the Western camp by default. Stal in’s death 
speeded up the reorientation of Soviet policy toward the Third World, but the 
absence of an authoritative single leader and the stubborn opposition of influential



surv iving members of the  Old Gua rd prevented a sudden radical  reo rien tation.  
The doc trinal underpinnings  for  the  new policy were  not bui lt un til  the  XX 
CI’SU Congress in Febru ary  1956.

OP EN ING TO T H E  ARA B WORLD

But the real  Soviet b reakth rough in the  Arab Middle East had  alr ead y occurred 
the  year  before. More decisive  tha n the  ongoing process  of ideological  revision 
in Moscow was th e new th reat  and the simultan eous  opportunity  for  undermining 
it  that  was suddenly created by form ation of the Baghdad Pact.  The price  paid 
by the West for  the  dubious advantage  of bring ing a single Arab state, Iraq , into  
its  allia nce system proved exorbitant.  Formation  of the Baghdad Pact crea ted a 
community of intere sts  between  Egyp t and the  Soviet Union where none had 
existed before and set the  stage for the USSR’s dramatic brea kthrough into the 
Arab Middle Eas t.

Moscow’s pred ictable ire  had  presumably been discounted by the signatory 
governments,  but the Baghdad Pa ct’s searing  impact on the Arab world had not 
been so clear ly foreseen. It  polarized  the sta tes  of the  region between Ira q and 
Egypt,  which assumed lead ership  of anti -Baghd ad Arab  national ist forces, and 
it cata pul ted  Nasser into world prominence as leader of anti -We stern Arab na
tionalism . Nasser now shared with the  Soviet Union a set of common objec tives : 
to prevent other Arab sta tes  from join ing the  Baghdad P ac t; to undermine Ira q’s 
position as potentia l leader  of a pro-W estern  group of Arab st at es ; and  to elim
ina te r ema ining Western m ilit ary  footholds in the  Arab  world.

Arms from the Soviet Bloc, in  unprecedented volume, not  only provided Nasser 
with  a means to circumvent Western  lim itat ions on arm s deliveries withou t 
hav ing to alig n himself with the  West  as Ira q had  do ne ; i t also provided Egypt 
with  what mus t have  seemed excel lent prospects for overcoming Isr ae li mil itar y 
superiori ty, aga in dem ons trated in Febru ary  1955 by a larg e Israeli  raid on 
Egyptian positions in the Gaza Strip .

For  Hie Soviets, on the  other hand, the  effect of their  a rms  deliver ies to Egyp t 
on the Arab-Is rael  regional  mil itar y balan ce was a marginal considerat ion, per
haps even slightly  embarra ssing ; Communist spokesmen carefully  avoided  con
necting the arm s deal with  the Ara b-Israel conflict, represen ting  it  exclusively 
as “a commercial arr angeme nt” intended to strengthen  Egy pt’s independence of 
the  West. Soviet relations with  Israel had long since soured and the USSR in 
1954 had begun to vote occasionally on the Arab side a t th e UN, but Moscow denied  
th at  the  arm s deal had  anyth ing  to do with  the Ara b-Israel dispute . Moscow 
considered the  poss ibility of sabotagin g the  Bagh dad Pact more tha n enough 
reason for making the  a rms deal. The Soviet lead ers hoped that  E gyp t’s re jectio n 
of alli ance  wi th the  Wes t would  prove contagious. If  “rea ctionary” Arab  monarchs 
should fall in the  process, so much the bett er, but  at  thi s stage  it  was Nasser’s 
anti -Western ism ra ther  than  the  intern al chara cte r of his regime th at  Moscow 
wished other Arab  sta tes  to emulate. Soviet observers perceived no “soc ialis t” 
tendencies in the  pre-1956 N asse r regime. At best  the  revolution Nasser claimed 
to be leading could qual ify in Soviet eyes a s “ant i-fe uda l” (agrari an  refo rmist)  ; 
it  w as expected  th at  E gyp t would rely on priv ate  c api tal for  it s indust ria liza tion 
and would follow an essen tial ly cap ita lis t pa th of development.

Khrushchev and  his  colleagues could hardly have  expected  th at  provision of 
Soviet Bloc a rm s to Egy pt would make of Nas ser an ally  o r even a steady cli en t 
They could not  yet  have had much confidence in Nasser’s reli abil ity • the  West 
was stil l actively courting him, particu lar ly with  the  Aswan High Dam offer. 
Nor was Soviet stra teg ic power gre at enough to lend effective suppo rt to  a dis tan t 
ally  who might come und er armed att ack , and  who could not read ily be dis
ciplined to av er t mi lita ry confron tations. Locally, the Soviet Union had  no 
mi lita ry presence a t a ll, lack ing both relia ble access to the reg ion and inst rum ents for  projecting it s m ilit ary  power.

It  would be a  m istake to inf er from the p rominen t role that  the  Soviet M editer 
ran ean Squadron came to pla y in th e U SSR’s Middle Easte rn policy a decade la ter 
th at  the 3955 “brea kth rou gh” ref lected revived Soviet asp irat ions in the Medi ter
rane an. On the con trary, only the  yea r before. Soviet naval policv h ad ente red a 
decidedly anti-high  seas phase, from which it  did not  change 'un til  the next 
«£-ade. Prec isely  when the  USSR was ac tivating  its  Middle Easte rn policy, 
Khru shchev dismissed  Navy Min iste r Admiral Kuznetsov , a long-time proponent 
of a larg e blue-water Soviet fleet (inc luding ai rc ra ft  carrie rs and overseas naval
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bases) , and  announced his inte ntion to scra p vir tua lly  the  ent ire  Soviet  crui ser 
force, downgrade  surface ships, and  concentra te naval inves tmen t on submarines. 
Achievement of the Soviet Union’s limi ted “spoiling” object ive in  th e Middle E as t 
did not requ ire an actu al Soviet mil itary presence  in the a re a ; moreover, given 
the  grea t dispar ity  between U.S. and Soviet forces globally as well a s regionally, 
a Soviet effor t to estab lish a Middle Eas t mil itar y foothold  in the 1950s would 
probably h ave  been re jected as  “ad ventu ris t” as  well as  unnecessary.

SUEZ AND ITS AFTERMATH

The yea r th at  followed Nasser’s announcement  of the arms deal in September 
1955 was cruc ial for the evolut ion of Soviet policy. The Suez cris is tran sformed 
the  politics of the Middle Ea st in ways that  nei ther the  Russian s nor the  
Egy ptians could have  foreseen, opening broad  new fields o f action in the region 
for both. The Soviet leade rs displayed for the  f irst  time during th at  period what 
have since emerged as rec urr ent trai ts  of Soviet Middle Ea st cris is behavior . 
Moscow s decision to provide arm s to Nasser had deeply exacerbated Egypt’s 
rela tions with the  West and  had  helped to esca late the Arab-Is rael i conflict as 
well. I  he firs t of these  developments sui ted  Moscow’s inte res ts, and  the  second 
was compat ible with them, provided ac tua l hos tilit ies th at  might  wipe out the 
center of Arab  anti-Westerni sm could be aver ted. Once the  cataly tic effects of 
the arms deal  began to make  themse lves felt,  however, Moscow’s contro l over 
events, including the  behavior of its  new f riend , proved to  be limited.

Bulganin was probably telling the tru th  when lie wrote to Anthony Eden 
and Guy Mollet that  "we learned about the nationa liza tion  of the Canal only from 
the radio.” But if Moscow was not consulted or even in formed  in advance about 
the Suez nat ionalization, the  Soviet lead ers nonetheless enthus iast ica lly endorsed 
the  Egyptian Pre sident ’s provocative ac t of defiance and opposed all’ efforts  to 
defuse the cris is by crea ting  an intern ational regime for the  m anagement of the 
Canal. The Soviet Union egged Nasse r on, warned the B riti sh and  Frenc h aga inst  
using  force to impose the ir will, and fail ed to take any init iati ve to ave rt a mili
ta ry  conflict even when war  clouds ga thered  ominously over the M edit erranean in 
mid-October.

When it became clear th at  th e United  Sta tes  would insi st upon B ritish, French, 
and  Isra eli  withdraw al, the  Soviet lead ers warned Israel that  its  very existence 
was threatene d by par ticipat ion  in the  att ack on Egypt and even issued vague 
hin ts of a Soviet rocket  att ack again st Br ita in and France. While these  Soviet 
th reat s—Moscow’s first ten tat ive  exercise in balli stic blackmail—evident ly did 
not  play a decisive role in the decision of the Western powers to liquidate the 
ente rpri se, they did gain for  the  Soviet Union politically  valua ble cred it in the 
Arab  world for  achieving that  outcome. These thr eat s, though esse ntia lly empty, 
probably seemed reinforced by bold Soviet words dur ing the 1957 and 1958 
“crises” in Syria and Iraq and may also have aroused mista ken expectations in 
some Arab  quart ers  about Soviet willingness to use force on behalf of Arab 
clients.

Ins tead of toppling Nasser and wiping out Russia ’s newly acquired foothold, 
the  ill-fated  Anglo-French-Israeli adventure  at  Suez enhanced stil l fu rth er the 
rising prestige of the Egy ptian President  and his Soviet suppor ters  who took 
credit for securing the withdrawa l. It  succeeded only in turnin g the ret rac tion  
of Bri tish  power and influence from the  Easte rn Mediter ranean into a headlong  
rout.  Br ita in’s expulsion, completed two years later by the over throw  of the  
Hashemites and Nuri as Said in Baghdad, lef t the Soviet Union face to face in 
the  Middle Ea st  with  the  United States, which moved quickly to replace Grea t 
Br ita in as gua rdian of Wes tern int ere sts  in the area.

The Suez War also increased the salience of the Arab-Israeli  conflict, both in 
the local politics of the region and in Soviet Middle Easte rn policy. Afte r Suez 
the Soviet leader no longer had to pretend  th at  the ir mil itar y support of Egynt 
and of oilier  Arab sta tes which they began to supply was unrela ted  to the Arab- 
Isra el dispute. On the contrary, th at  fes tering conflict became the  centerpiece 
of Soviet iMilicy. which increasingly linked it  with the broader struggle  between 
••imperialism” (headed by the  United State s, which used Israel  as  its  tool) and 
the  “Arab  nat ional liberation  movement" (headed by the Soviet -suppor ted "pro
gressive" Arab regimes).

During the two years  th at  were bracke ted  by the  Suez Wa r of 1956 and the 
Baghdad coup of 1958, the  limited  objectives that  had  orig inally brought the
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Soviet Union into the Arab Middle East were essentially realized. Not only was the West’s a ttempt  to incorporate the Arab states of the Easte rn Mediterranean into an anti-Soviet military alliance paralyzed, but the original Baghdad Pact system was itself crippled by the defection of Iraq.
With the disintegration of the Baghdad Pact  system, the Soviet Union ceased to regard  its position in the Arab Middle East exclusively in instrumental terms as contributing to the realiza tion of essentially extra-regiona l strategic  goals; Moscow began to concern itself more directly with political objectives in the Middle East  per se. For several years the Soviet leaders had evidently been prepared to trade the ir new position of special advantage as arms supplier to Egypt and Syria for Western agreement to desist from efforts to organize an anti-Soviet bloc in the Middle East. After the 1958 Iraq coup the Soviet leaders no longer advanced such proposals, evidently believing they now had more to gain from supplying arms to the radical Arab states than from curtai ling U.S. milita ry ties with the “Northern Tier” states, ties which were weakening in any case. By the end of the 1950s it was also already clear tha t the imminent advent of intercontinenta l missiles would greatly reduce the s trategic  significance of the Middle East in the overall U.S.-Soviet military balance.Once Moscow determined that  its presence in the Middle East  was to be more than a transient, extra-regionally driven one, longer-term Soviet policy tied itself to exploiting the two central  conflicts that  were polarizing the political/m ilitary forces of the region. Firs t, the inter-Arab struggle, initially within the ranks  of the anti-Western  states of Egypt, Syria, and Iraq, but late r chiefly between the radica l Arab states  and the Western-oriented conservative or traditional states, including the oil-rich Gulf s ta te s; and second, the  Arab-Israel conflict, which, on the Arab side, had greatest salience for Egypt and Syria, the USSR’s chief clients, and Jordan, an American protege.
With respect to the first conflict—the one with the highest potential pay-off for the Soviet Union—Soviet policy found itself seriously hampered by chronic disputes among radical  Arab clients, conflicts tha t compelled Moscow to make painful  choices between disputants, and tha t weakened the effectiveness of the radical  nationalis t effort to subvert  tradi tionalis t pro-Western regimes elsewhere in the Middle East. Moreover, Nasser's refusal  to reach a modus vivendi with liis own Communists was a continuing source of embarrassment to the Soviet Union, particularly after I960 when pressure against Moscow from leftist  forces inside the world Communist movement began to grow. But while Khrushchev went so far  as to make public criticisms of Nasser’s harsh treatment  of Communists in the UAR and showered favors on Kassem in Iraq, the USSR was careful  not to permit state-to -state relations  with Cairo to deteriorate.  Substantial financial and technical assistance for Egypt's economic development continued despite tensions during 1959-1961. Moscow seems to have made a clear determina tion t hat Egypt was indeed the pivotal state  for Soviet policy in the region and stuck doggedly to that decision.
Events soon proved the wisdom of Soviet re stra int  in dealing with Nasser du ring the  tense years of their relationship. The alternatives, both Syrian and Iraqi, turned sour. Moreover, the Soviet view of Nasser improved considerably. By 1964, before Khrushchev's ouster, a modus vivendi between Nasser and his Communists was worked out and Egypt’s internal course a fter 1961 took a progressively more lefti st course, wi th wholesale expropriation and nationalization creating a large public sector in the economy,

TH E SIX- DAY WAK

The June 1967 War  was the third major  turning point in the evolution of Soviet Middle East  policy. It  has already had profound effects on the depth of Soviet involvement, the scope of Soviet policy, and on the balance in Soviet political deliberations between regional and global factors. I t set in motion a train  of events and created a new set  of circumstances tha t have placed Soviet policy on a new plane, with new branch points of decision which could have fatefu l consequences for the future  of the region as well as for broader global questions involving U.S.-Soviet re lations.
The conduct of the Soviet leaders in the pre-crisis period, during the war and its immediate aftermath have been variously interpreted: (1) Some observers concluded tha t the Soviet Union had deliberately encouraged a rise in tension, willingly accepting its war-provoking po tential ; (2) to others, the same behavior
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suggested not so much (mis)ca lculated  deliberation as gross irresponsibility,  
reflecting a radical underestimation of the volatile forces a t work in the crisis.
There is something to both of these perceptions.

The events of 1967 are still close enough to us in time so t hat the evidence 
bearing on the Soviet Union’s role is probably still fairly  fresh in your minds:
Moscow’s warnings to Egypt about an impending Israeli attack on S yr ia; public 
Soviet approval of the dispatch of Egyptian troops and armor into the Sinai and 
the USSR’s endorsement of Nasser’s demand for the removal of UNEF forces 
from Egyptian territory, though not for the blockade of the Tiran St ra its ; Mos
cow’s obstructionist tactics in the UN against efforts to lift  the blockade of the 
Tiran  Stra its through negot iation s; and her failu re to correct publicly or pri- fc
vately Egyption interpre tations  of Soviet promises of support tha t went far  be
yond anything tha t Moscow had theretofore asserted or subsequently stated  it 
was prepared to endorse at  the time. This evidence permits a range of interpre
tations regarding the extent of Soviet instigation and leaves unclear the point 
at which events slipped beyond Moscow's ability to influence them decisively. <
Certainly, however, Soviet miscalculations contributed in no small measure to 
the outbreak of the  June 1967 War.

Soviet decisionmakers seriously underestimated the volatility of the festering 
Arab-Israel conflict. They displayed a poor understanding of the built-in escala- 
tory pressures operating on the leaderships of both sides. Jus t as Moscow failed 
to apprecia te before the  May 1967 crisis how provocative Syrian-based terroris t 
activities were to Israel, the Soviet leaders overestimated the Israeli Govern
ment’s willingness or ability to tolera te indefinitely the blockade of Eila t and 
the Egyptian mobilization in the Sinai. This may have reflected the Soviet lead
ers’ underestimation of Israe l’s capaci ty for independent action. Moscow’s s tra t
egy of promoting radical Arab unity on a militantly anti- Israel  basis revealed a 
star tling  ignorance of the powerful association in the Arab national conscious
ness between unity and revenge against Israel. Finally, the Soviets evidently 
miscalculated the regional military balance, assuming considerably greater  mili
tary  capacities for their clients than they were to demonstrate.

Once Israel struck, the  Soviet Union made clear by i ts reactions the rank order 
of its priority objectives in the Middle East  at tha t time. Moscow’s immediate 
resort to the hot line dramatically demonstrated its overarching interest in 
avoiding a military confrontation with the United States. Fo r the  USSR’s clients, 
this meant there could be no direct  Soviet in tervention to prevent a calamious 
rout at Israe l’s hands.

Faced with one of the grea t debacles of its foreign policy, the Soviet Union 
might conceivably have chosen after June to disengage i tself from the radical 
Arab cause, gradually if not all at  once. Perhaps such an alternative was con
sidered in Moscow in the aftermath of the  June War; there is some evidence of 
division in the leadership at  tha t time. If  so, a decision was nonetheless taken 
quickly to keep all options open on the Arab side by institu ting massive arms 
deliveries and extending full diplomatic and political support. This decision 
hardened into Soviet policy in the months and years th at followed. »

Nothing demonstrates more vividly than the evolving patte rn of diplomacy 
with respect to the Middle East crisis—beginning with the UN debates. Kosygin’s 
meeting with President Johnson at Glassboro, and late r the Four Power and 
especially the Two Power consultations—how firmly established the Soviet _
Union has become since June 1967, despite the humiliating defeat of its clients, 
as one of the two Big Powers in the region. After what appeared to be a near  
fatal  setback to the Soviet position in the region, the role and presence of the 
USSR continued to grow in several dimensions at once until in 1970 foreign 
observers were beginning to wonder whether the Soviet Union had not already 
supplanted the United States as the biggest of the biggest two externa l powers 
operating in the region.

Firs t, the scope of Soviet policy in the Middle Ea st was greatly enlarged afte r 
the June War. The creation of the People’s Republic of South Yemen in Novem
ber 1967 and Leftist coups in the Sudan and Libya in 1969, augmented the 
ranks  of the “progressive” Arab states and created a still broader field fo r the 
growth of Soviet influence. However, while the Soviet Union’s support was wel
comed in the new radical states, patron-client ties were not firmly established.
As for the radical Arab states of prewar vintage, while thei r overall dependence 
on the Soviet Union for arms and political support increased even more, the 
USSR did not succeed in achieving a high degree of political control in any



client state. Only with the UAR did the USSR appear to have an in timate  politi
cal relationship, but clearly not one in which Egypt was a mere satell ite.

Soviet lines of communication throughout the area  generally and from the 
Middle East  into Eas t Africa have spread rapidly in the past several years. 
However, maritime expansion has been severely constrained by the closure of the 
Suez Canal, which makes the Persian Gulf less accessible to the Soviet Union’s 
Mediterranean Squadron tha n to its Pacific Fleet.

In the wake of the June War the Soviet Union has entered a small opening 
wedge into Arab oil resources. In addition to assisting Syria in the development 
of it s small oil fields, the USSR has acquired a contract from Iraq  to explore new 
oil fields and is to be paid for its services in crude oil, a practice tha t is becom
ing common in Soviet technical deals with nationalized oil companies.

Since the June  War, the Soviet Union has delivered arms to some ten states  
in the region, six of which (UAR, Syria, Iraq, Algeria, the Yemen, PRSY) 
have military establishments tha t are essentially Soviet-equipped and dependent 
almost exclusively upon the Soviet Union for spare par ts and replacements.

At least until the spring of 1970 the most dramatic manifesta tion of the 
USSR’s enhanced presence was the Soviet Mediterranean Squadron, which has 
grown substantially  in size and capabilities since the June War. The initia l 
impetus for the creation of the Squadron around 1964 seems to have come from 
a requirement to cover the U.S. seaborne nuclear deter rent force in the Medi
terranean, particularly the Polaris  submarine force. The Soviet Mediterranean 
Squadron still appears to be configured primarily for anti-c arrie r atta ck force 
and anti-submar ine missions. A desire to improve the  Soviet Union’s capability 
to project military power into remote areas was probably also a factor in the 
decision to deploy the Mediterranean Squadron. In any case this factor grew 
in significance as Soviet interests in the area  came under military  threat  and 
opportunities grew for the Soviet Union to exercise its naval force in the Medi
terranean. Even with its relative ly modest present capabilities, the Soviet Medi
terranean  Squadron has already had a significant psycho-political effect in the 
region and has created some new military options for the USSR.

1. The West’s naval monopoly in the Mediterranean has been broken. For 
the first time in i ts history, Russia has established a permanent naval presence 
there, giving it the advantage of visibility in both southern Europe and the 
Moslem li ttora l states.

2. By some unknown degree, the Soviet Mediterranean Squadron has degraded 
the strateg ic offensive capabilities of the U.S. Sixth Fleet and of Polari s sub
marines s tationed in the Medi terranean.

3. Some measure of dete rren t support for the Soviet Union’s Arab clients is 
probably provided by the presence of Soviet ships from the squadron in Arab 
ports.

4. Although the principal const raint on the use of the Sixth Fleet in the 
Middle Eas t is the dearth  of Arab states tha t would welcome it, the presence 
of the Soviet Mediterranean Squadron has probably also contributed in some 
measure to U.S. perceptions of reduced freedom of military action in the region.

5. The Soviet Union now has a capability to make at  least  small unopposed 
amphibious landings from waterways of the Middle East. This creates the pos
sibility for f uture Soviet fait s accomplis in remote unprotec ted a reas  w’here even 
small-scale operations might have large political consequences.

6. The Soviet Medi terranean Squadron also provides the Soviet Union with a 
possible force for use on request  to help maintain internally threatened Arab 
clients.

7. Creation of the Soviet Squadron provides the basis for a possible futu re 
extension of Soviet naval operations  into the Red Sea, the Persian  Gulf, and 
the Indian Ocean, but this depends heavily on reopening of the Suez Canal.

The physical presence of the Soviet Union on the ground in the Middle 
East has grown substantially  since th e June War and most d ramatically  in the 
past year. Soviet military advisers and technicians attached to the UAR and 
Syrian armed forces, estimated around the end of 1969 at 3000 for UAR and 
1000 in Syria, are believed to have trebled or quadrupled in strength during 
1970 as the result of large infusions into Egypt. Soviet officers are reported 
to be not only with UAR train ing units in the rear but also with operational 
units  along the Suez front. Elements of the Mediterranean Squadron are p resent 
a good deal of the time in Egyptian and Syrian ports, and toward the end of 
1967 Soviet bomber squadrons made occasional publicized visits to Arab m ilitary
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airfields. Dur ing 1968 it  became known th at  Soviet  crews in TU-16 ai rc ra ft 
with UAR markings were  provid ing land-based reconnaissance suppor t for the  
Soviet naval fo rces in the Mediterranean.

Last spring the re was a sudden and alar ming increase  in the  Soviet on-site  
mil itar y presence in Egypt . Apparen tly implementing  an agreement reach ed with 
Nasser dur ing  his Janu ary 1970 visi t to Moscow, the  Soviet Union began to 
emplace at  key point s in the Nile Delta highly  advanced  SAM-3 surface-to-air 
missiles, repo rtedly manned by Soviet personnel.  In  mid-April, Israel charged 
th at  Soviet pilot s were  flying “combat sor ties” in the Nile Delta  region; Wash
ington confirmed th at  Soviet pilots had take n to the  ai r in Egyptian  MIG-21s, 
evidently to protect the  new SAM-3 installa tions. During  the first ha lf of the •'
year, the network of Soviet-supplied ai r defense  missile  weapons was moved 
forward into the  Suez Cana l Zone where the  atte mpted  deployment encoun tered 
heavy Isra eli  ai r atta cks . At the end of July , ju st before the  standstil l cease-fire 
was agreed to by the  UAR and Egypt,  Soviet-pilo ted MIG -21-Js and Israeli 
ai rc ra ft clashed in the  firs t reported direct  combat between Soviet and Israel i 
milita ry personnel. I sha ll comment fu rth er  on the implications of these events 
in my concluding remarks .

NEW OPP ORTUNIT IES, NEW DANGERS

The enlarged Soviet role and presence  in the Middle East since the  Jun e wa r 
means  in the  first  instance th at  the re are  now powerful vested inte res ts in 
Soviet Middle Ea st policy operating  at  various  levels in the  Soviet policym aking 
struc ture. With 10.000-14.000 “in structor” and “adv ise r” personnel on the  ground.
40 to 60 ships at  sea nearb y, Soviet p ilots flying reg ula r reconnaissance missions 
from Egyptian bases, others  read y to scramble in MIG-2 1-J  jet s from UAR ai r
fields, unit s manning SAM-3 missile sites, a huge (by Soviet standard s) foreign  
aid  program, etc., it  is clea r that  ther e has  been an expansion and prolife ration 
of key bure aucracies whose fortunes are  directly  connected with  course  and 
outcome of Soviet policy in th at  area .

Unfortuna tely  we know too litt le abou t the  cha rac ter  of bur eau cratic politics 
In the post-Khrushchev Soviet Union and abou t the  weights and influences of 
competing groups to be able to pred ict policy outcomes with  any confidence. We 
can employ logic to iden tify  the agencies involved, bu t we can rarely  make high 
confidence guesses abo ut the  positions they would tak e on given policy issues.
For example, in the  Soviet mili tary , the  intere sts  of the  Navy, the PVO (ant i
ai r defense),  tac tical ai r and the  Soviet version of our MAG are  deeply in
volved. The Navy may argue against  heavy ground involvement, the Air Force may  
stress  the Navy’s vulnerab ility  to ai r att ack since it lacks  organic ai r defense.
PVO might be str ain ing  for  libera lized rules of engagement th at  would enab le 
its  uni ts to try the ir han d aga inst  the  Israel i Air Force. The Soviet MAG. if 
U.S. experience is any precedent at  all.  is probably report ing  t ha t the UAR army • 
is making  grea t progress and will soon be able to operate  on its own if only an 
add itional increment  of advisers  and extension  of  programs  is a utho rized : “Egyp- »
tianiz ation” is around the  corner. The KGR doubtless is concerned about in
stit utiona lizi ng the  Soviet presence  through  its  own distinctive mean? Some
where in the  Cen tral  Commit tee app ara t, people w orry abou t politic al and social 
condi tions in Egypt, if not  for  ideological reasons, then for  the  practical one of _
protectin g the  heavy  Soviet investment.

For  large policy questions, what thi s means  is th at  the range of operational 
objectives for  which interested groups can now make plausible arguments  in 
the  Poli tburo has  been greatly  extended. Opportunitie s for Soviet policy have  
become more varied and  far- reaching , and bet ter  ins trum ents are  now ava ilab le 
for policy implementation. I would suspect th at  the  Pol itburo has  hea rd cases 
made for  some, if not  all of these, fa irly ambi tious  Soviet policy goals in region :

1. Fu rth er  res tric tion of American influence in the  Arab world and of Ameri
can access to i ts resources and people ; eventually,  expulsion of the United States 
and achievemen t of uncha llenged Soviet predominance at  the cross roads of the 
European. Asian, and Afri can  continents.

2. Replacement of Br itis h influence in the  Gulf area as Br ita in liqu ida tes  its 
mi lita ry presence east of Suez ; at a minimum, fru str ati on  of any U.S. effort to  
fill the void.

3. Radica liza tion  of politics  in the cur ren tly  m oderate and tra di tio na lis t pa rts 
of the Arab world  through support and encouragem ent of the undermining act ivi 
ties of th e radical Arab  state s or of local insu rgent movements.



4. Increased access to Arab oil, as well as attain ment  of some capacity to influence the terms on which the West receives Arab oil.
5. Establishment of the first subs tantial Soviet sphere of influence in a noncontiguous area.
6. Eventually, perhaps  communization of the region or par t of it—probably the remotest goal in the list.
The expanded Soviet role and presence in the Middle Eas t also opens perspectives for the Soviet Union with respect to related extra-regional objectives.1. While “turning NATO’s southern flank” in the tradi tiona l milita ry sense implies a level of war so high as to make such a maneuver extraneous even if  technically feasible, the Soviet military  presence in  the Mediterranean, part icularly if it were augmented and provided with  a ir cover, could be exploited politically in peacetime to strengthen neu tral ist trends in the Mediterranean NATO states.
2. Creation of a base for  future Soviet operations in E ast Africa (particularly through Egypt and the Sudan).
3. Establishment of a maritime communications base for a deepened Soviet strategic relationship with India, which may have become a long-term Soviet security objective in the light of deteriorating Sino-Soviet relations.If opportunities to extend Soviet objectives in the Middle East  have grown in the afterm ath of the .Tune 1967 War, so too have the dangers confronting Soviet policy in the region. The dangers are  chronic and stem from the politic al instability. economic backwardness, and social dis-coliesiveness of the radical regimes tha t provide the USSR with its political base in the Middle East. These fundamental flaws and deficiencies were exacerbated by the traumatic shock of the Six Day War, which also revealed that in the absence of fundamental change in the Arab social order, even lavish supplies of advanced Soviet armaments could not make Arab armies perform like modern military  forces.
In a sense, the increase of Soviet influence in client states after the June War is not so much a tribu te to the diplomatic skill and persuasive powers of the Soviet leaders as a mark of the  further  weakening of their  protdges, which only deepened their dependency on the patron. From Moscow’s point of view, this weakness may appear so profound tha t it debases the political value of the dependency relationship tha t arises from it. A political base is built so that it can be used to achieve some political end. But the Soviet Union’s extensive political base in the Middle Eas t has seemed so insecure tha t shoring it up has become the major Soviet policy preoccupation in the region. Preserving tha t base has increasingly required Moscow to make as its own, causes that seem essential to its clients’ survivia l but are  themselves of littl e or no intrin sic value to the USSR. Currently such a cause is “liquidation of the traces of the  Israeli aggression.” above all the withdrawal or eviction of Israel i military forces from Arab terri torie s occupied during the .Tune War. Pursuit  of tha t cause by the necessary means could entail costs and risks tha t the Soviet Union is unwilling to assume on its client’s behalf: failure to achieve tha t objective, however, could bring down those shaky clients upon whom the entire  Soviet Middle Eastern  position has been built.
Soviet policymakers are thus exposed in the Middle East  to a set of risks and dangers that are a function of thei r clients’ weakness and thei r enemies’ strength and resolve. Those in Soviet policy circles impressed with the larger interests jeopardized bv a high commitment-Soviet policy in the Middle East, or who are concerned with the opportunity costs of the present policy, or who a re ideologically predisposed against  close collaboration with bourgeois-nationalist  regimes of the radical Arab type, have probably been making these kinds of argume nts:
1. Client regimes may be toppled for any one of a var iety of reasons which the Soviet Union cannot control or can control only at grea t cost and ri sk : if the clients seek a “military solution” and a re again defeated by Israe l: if they agree to a “political solution” tha t unleashed violent domestic reaction: if they make neither full-scale war nor peace and thei r “att rition” campaign fa ils to dislodge the Isra elis : or if. through preoccupation with the struggle against Israel,  they fail to make minimal economic, social, and political gains at home.2. The Soviet Union faces the risk of milita ry confrontation with the United States  if it participates directly in an Arab war aganst  Israel (Soviet estimates of this risk may be changing, however), but it faces humiliation for itsel f and
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perh aps fatal  defea t fo r i ts clients  if  they  should launch a new w ar with out  act iveSoviet support.

3. The danger of bet rayal has  a lways haunted  Soviet rela tions with  bourgeois- na tional ist allies.  To the  extent th at  Arab clients of the USSR come to perceive the United States as the  only power capab le of dislodging Israel—even if they are  convinced of Washington’s disinclination to do so—this dang er will per sis t in Soviet eyes.
4. A rea l settl eme nt of the  Arab-Is rael  dispu te, on the  other hand, or limited agreements that  drastically  reduced its  salience, including arms control  agreements, or even hab ituatio n to a new sta tus  quo, would reduce crit ical  Arab dependence on the Soviet Union for weapons and for  political supp ort in the  Arab- Isr ael dispu te. Dependence based on the  need for  fo reign  economic and  techn ical ass istance  could read ily be transf erred  to a Western  donor.5. Fina lly, even if all of these dang ers can be averted  and Soviet clients preserved, the question will still  remain whether  the  costs and risks  of maintainingand increasing  Soviet influence in the  Arab world  will be justif ied by the bene- ±fits received. Main tenance and  extension of the  Soviet position is almo st cer tain to grow7 in economic cost. The present clients  of the  USSR are  all economically weak and have few resources needed by the USSR. Those that  have some oil resources desperate ly need for development purposes the revenue they can earn from selling  it. Their political inst abi lity  makes  the risk component of any Soviet investment in the ir future  high and in that  sense raise s the  cost of such an investment. Fina lly, increased Soviet polit ical and economic inves tmen t in a growing number of “progressive” Arab sta tes  will almost certainly  gene rate  demands for  a beefed-up and costly Soviet mil itar y presence  in the region.Because the Soviet position in the  Middle Ea st presents  Moscow with such a mixed bag of opportunitie s and risks and because evidence bear ing on bow Soviet  leaders  weigh these facto rs and combine them in policy packages is so sparse, there is considerable disargeement in the foreign policy community  abou t wha t the Soviet Union real ly is afte r, par ticula rly  with respect  to the Arab-Is rael  conflict. In my view it is not very productive to thin k about these quest ions in sharply  demarca ted ei ther /or te rm s:
Do the R ussians w ant  a peaceful settlement orDo they wan t to mainta in indefinitely a sta te  of high but  controlled tension?Do they  w ant  to act  in concert with the U.S., using  W ashington’s influence with Isr ael to  help bring ab out a settlement , or
Do they wan t to hack the U.S. into  a corner in the  Middle Eas t, isolating it by encouraging  its  exclusive identification as Is rael ’s champion?Tn introduc ing Soviet forces into the  i-egion, does Moscow want to provide the  UAR with a mil itary capac itv to drive  Isr ae l out of occupied ter ritori es by force, even to gain  the upper hand in a general war, orDo the Soviets merely wish to strengthen Egypt ’s barga ining position in talk s over sett leme nt?
These questions canno t he answered with confidence because the Soviet Union is not  p ursuing a one-t rack policv in the  Middle Fast.  Soviet policy since at  leas t the end of IPGS h as been mult i-tracked. It  is a policy in which severa l options *are  being kent open while  a varie ty of inter-r ela ted , partlv overlapping and partly coronet inc objectives are  being pursued simultaneously, with  events  the chief d eterminan t of which trac k is  the  inside  tra ck  a t any moment.A Soviet preferred outcome is eas ier to describe than the one Moscow may fultim ately prove willing to accept. The pre fer red  outcome would he a political soUition to the  .Tune War that  restores the  ter ritor ial  sta tus  quo at  the lowest cost in political concessions to Soviet clients and that  gains for  th e Soviet Union credit in the Arab world for  compell ing Israeli withdrawa l and condem nation  of the  U.S. f or championing—unsuccessfully  t han ks to the Soviet Union—the Israel i cause. The Soviets have no serious reason to fear  that  any political solution ac ee pf ah le  to their Arab clients would so thoroughly pacifv the region as to make external mil itar y assistance a dead issu e: and they have  every reason to he confident that  they could continue to outbid even the  most “evenh ande d” U.S. adm inis trat ion  for Arab favor  in th e arms tra ns fer field.Working to achieve this preferr ed outcome, in gre ate r or lesser  degree, require s a mixtu re of diplomatic activity  and mil itar y and poli tical  pre ssure aga ins t Israel, of rivalry with the  United Sta tes  and cooperation with  if. of milita ry supp ort for  clien ts, hu t also the use of political leverage in deal ing with them.
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GROWING SOVIET INTE RV EN TION IST PROP EN SITIES

What lias been thrown into question during the past year, introducing a new 
and dangerous element in the equation, is the stability of the assumption for
merly strongly held in the United States as well as in Israel, and apparently in the UAR as well, about the strength of the USSR’s disinclination to involve 
itself directly in milita ry operations in the region. The cease-fire has provided 
a temporary breather, but Soviet forces are now so positioned tha t were the 
cease-fire to break down tha t key assumption might have to be tested in the 
most acute fashion.

a  I must say that since the beginning of this year I have revised my own esti
mates about'Sovie t willingness to have their  own mil itary forces become engaged 
in the Middle Eas t conflict. The Soviet involvement and commitment have deepened in a more rapidly accelerated manner than  I anticipated. Why this has 
happened may have a bearing on how fa r the process will go. Clearly the* tactics  chosen by the Israe lis in responding to Nasser’s uni lateral denunciation 
of the cease-fire in the spring of 1969 had a grea t deal to do with it. The deep penetra tion raids  forced the issue, prematurely if not unnecessarily. The key 
Soviet decision was taken during Nasser’s secret Janu ary trip  when it may 
have seemed to the Soviet leaders tha t nothing short of a Soviet-built, directed 
and part ially  manned integra ted air  defense system could save their  man in Cairo. The deployment of SAM-3s and initiat ion of operational flights by Soviet 
pilots in April had an immediate and profound effect. Not only did the Israelis  
cease operations in the Delta region promptly, but the American reaction ex
pressed more anxiety than it did resolve to stop the Soviet involvement, not 
to speak of undoing it. At least this is the way I think Moscow saw it.

The notion tha t the Soviet-built and part ially  manned air defense system 
would stop well short  of the canal combat zone was, so far  as I know, an 
Israe li and U.S. assumption, more the product of wishful thinking than of 
any formal Soviet undertaking.

The cease-fire made it possible for the Egyptians and Russians to complete 
under favorable conditions what they had already started and what they prob
ably thought they could rush in had the Israelis,  as expected, taken a longer 
time to make up thei r minds about accepting the U.S. initiative.

But in any case, Soviet willingness to cooperate with the Egyptians in vio
lating the standstill agreement suggests confidence tha t for both military and political reasons the Israe lis would not break off the cease-fire and tha t the 
Americans would be so preoccupied with getting the talks  started tha t they would not permit  the violations to stand in the way. While the U.S. reaction 
may have been stronger than  Moscow expected, tha t analysis was not far  from the mark.

I want to close by posing for the group’s consideration two worrisome ques
tions tha t the toughening of Soviet military policy in the Middle East  in 1970 
have raised. The first has to do with the futu re military balance in the Middle* Ea st;  the second concerns the large r question of the future political rule of milita ry power in U.S.-Soviet relations generally.

First,  if the cease fire hreaks down, given the apparen t willingness of the Soviet Union to inject  its own military personnel into the equation, can the_ U.S. continue to make good its undertaking to prevent the milita ry balancefrom tipping against Israel  merely by supplying equipment, even in larger 
amounts and on good credit terms? If  not, what are the alterna tives?

Second, is this unexpectedly direct Soviet m ilitary  involvement in the Middle 
Eas t to be explained primarily by unique circumstances tha t obtain there, or does it  portend a grea ter willingness generally by the Soviet leaders, now t ha t 
the ir strateg ic forces have acquired rough par ity with the U.S., to exploit conventional milita ry streng th for political purposes even in areas where expressed 
U.S. intere sts in the pas t placed such regions out of bounds to Soviet military forces?

Finally, if the lat ter  is true, what are the alternatives  for the U.S. ?



APP EN DIX  II I
[F ro m  W or ld  Affai rs , F a ll  1971, vol. 134]

T he  Soviets and th e  Arab-I sra eli  Conflict I

(By David P. Forsythe)
Soviet fore ign policy in the  Middle Ea st ente red a new phase  in the  period 

following the  six-day w ar between  th e A rabs  an d the Israel is in 1967. The  Soviets <
atte mpted  to achieve influence over Arab decision making by embarking upon 
an  extensive mi lita ry aid  program to the  United Arab Republic (UAR), Iraq , 
and  Syria . The United  Sta tes  government, af te r assessing the  result s of these  
efforts, apparently  came to the  conclusion th at  Soviet influence was so pervasive 
th at  it  had  become the crucial  element in futur e Arab-Is rael i rela tions, and 
the  Soviet actio ns constituted  a direct  th re at  to United States int ere sts  in the  
region?

“This ana lys is focuses upon the  policies the  Soviets have followed to achieve 
influence, par ticula rly  over the  United Arab  Republic, and  upon the obstacles 
the  Soviet Union has  encountered both  from its  allies on the  left and  its  op
ponents on the  right. ” The study concludes by review ing the  limitat ions upon 
Soviet influence  and  by assessing  the  probable  future  course  of Soviet foreign 
policy in broa d perspect ive. I t should be noted  th at  the focal point for  analysis  
is on the  output  of Soviet policy, with rela tive ly litt le att ention given to the 
inputs  of K remlin politics?

SOVIET POLICY TOWARD TH E UN ITED ARAB REPU BLIC

The fram ework for curre nt inte ract ion between the  Soviet Union and  the  
United Arab Republic is reasonably  clear.  The  Soviets decided af te r the  1967 
wa r to replace Arab losses of war ma ter ial  a nd thereby to try  to increase Soviet 
influence in the  Arab world. The exten t of the  Soviets’ commitment to thi s goal, 
in mil itar y aid  alone, can be seen in the following  ch art  of Soviet a rms shipments 
to selected  st ate s in the region, a s of ear ly 1970?

1 On th e su bj ec t of gr ow ing So viet  inf lue nce see P re si den ti al  Env oy  W ill iam  Scr an to n’s 
co mmen t in  th e New  Yo rk  Tim es , De cemb er  14, 196 8, p. 1. For P re si den t Ni xo n’s views, 
see es pe cial ly  th e  re port  of hi s fo re ig n po lic y speech  of Ju ly  1, 197 0, part ic u la rl y  as  an 
alyz ed  in  th e  Chr is tian  Sc ienc e M on ito r,  Ju ly  7, 197 0, p. 1. I t  is  com mon kn ow led ge th a t 
N at io nal  Sec uri ty  Ad vi se r K is si ng er , in  an  off-the -re co rd  pr es s br ief ing  in  1970, re fe rr ed  
to  th e need to  “ex pe l” th e Sov ie ts  fro m th e  Middle E ast  becaus e of th e ir  th re a t to th e  
West.

2 I t  has  no t pr ov en  po ssible to  co nst ru ct  an y rigo ro us  model  or  th eo ry  of  So viet fo re ign 
po lic y in  th e  A ra b- Is ra el i conf lic t. Th e m os t us ef ul  ge ne ra l st udy as  ba ck gr ou nd  fo r th e 
p re se n t in quiry is J.  Dav id Sing er . “ In te r- N at io n  Influ en ce  : A For m al  Mo del,” in Ja m es  
N.  Ro se na u (e d.) , In te rn a ti ona l Pol it ic s an d For eign  Po lic y,  rev . ed. (N ew  Y or k:  Th e 
F re e Pre ss , 19 69 ),  part ic u la rl y  as  i t  re la te s to th e co nc ep t of re in fo rc em en t.

8 C hart  cond ensed fro m th e Ne w Yor k Tim es , Ja n u a ry  25,  1970, IV, p. 4. F or ba ck 
gr ou nd  on So viet  M il itar y aid pr og ra m s to  th e Midd le E as t,  see  J.  C. H ur ew itz,  Middle 
E ast  P oli ti cs : The  M il itary  Dim en sion s (N ew  Y or k:  F re de ri ck  A. Pra eg er , 1969 ) an d 
Nad av  Saf ra n , Fro m W ar  to W ar (New  Yo rk : P eg as us , 19 69 ).

SOVIET ARMS SHIPMENTS, JUNE 196 7-E ARLY 1970

United
Arab

Republ ic Syria Iraq

Jet  fighters............................
Bombers.................. .............
Helicopters............................
Tan ks..................... ...............
Self -propelled guns..............
Armored personnel carriers.  
Ar til le ry  rockets...................

250 135 130
35 0 0
30 8 12

300 150 150
0 50 30

150 300 200
550 350 275

(200)
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Soviet prim ary in ter es t in the  UAR was  man ifes ted more clearly dur ing  the course of 1970 t han ever before. Increased  numbers of Soviet mil itary personnel and increased are as of Soviet functional independence could be documented?
SOVIET MILITARY PERSONNEL AND INDEPENDENT INSTALLATIONS. UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC, 1970

Miss ile SAM Ai rcra ft Airfie lds
Pilots crews Others sites manned control led

Jan. 1,1970 ................... 0 0 25-4000 0 0 0
Dec. 31. 1970..................... 20 0+ 12-15,000 25 4000 1 75-85  ’ 150 6

iS AM -3 's .
2 Mig 21J.

The Soviets cont inued major  shipments of mi lita ry weapons to the UAR du r
ing the fir st q uarte r of 1971?

Major Sov iet mi lita ry aid, UAR, Apri l, 1971
MIG-21's ________________________________________________________ 100MIG-17’s __________________________________________________________ 60MIG—23’s (e st .) ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 10Sukhoi-7 _________________________________________________________ 30

As a res ult  of thi s milita ry aid, the  UOR, Syria , and  Ira q are  now dependent upon the Soviet Union for  the ir mi litary  equipment, a dependency which Presi
den t Nasser of the  UAR adm itted to a Wes tern correspondent before his dea th in 1970." Undoubtedly  Arab mil itary dependence has enabled  the  Soviet Union to exerc ise influence  over some decisions made in Arab capitals. During the period since the  1967 wa r the UAR has  consulted directly  with  the  Soviets before 
making many major  fore ign policy decisions.

Out of thi s process of consulta tion has  come a t leas t one major UAR conces
sion to the Soviet point of view. The UAR app arently  agreed to the  Soviet demand  th at  it seek the  rollback of Israeli forces from the occupied ter ritori es by means  of diplomacy ra th er  tha n coercion? How long the agreement was to 
last , and und er what conditions, remains  unclear. I t is probable th at  the Soviets have never been as inte res ted  in complete withdraw al as has the  UAR, for the Soviets have  more to gain in the sho rt run  from a pa rti al  sett lement that  would reopen the  Suez canal tha n in an agreeme nt which would bring  about a complete  Arab-Is rael i rapp rochment?

The fram ework for  Soviet-UAR inte rac tion is thu s one of Arab dependency on Soviet mi lita ry aid  and  of Soviet influence over a basic par amete r Egyp tian 
foreign policy in the  post-1967 period. At the  same time it  can be argued that  the  Nasser and Sadat  regimes have had some room to maneuver, and in some cases have ex ercised s ignifican t influence over th e Soviet Union.

Most intern ational rel ations are  two-way streets as fa r as the  exer tion of influence is concerned, as the  United  Sta tes  has  discovered in dealing with Sai gon. The difficulty for a pa tron or supp lier sta te  a rises when there is a  difference in viewpo int between the  par tne rs, and when the  supplie r, to exercise contro lling 
influence, mus t run  the  risk  of anta gonizing its client. The suppl ier is relu cant 

1 to irr ita te  a client unle ss the issue is of vit al int ere st or unless an  alt ern ativeclien t proves equal ly valuable.  The UAR has exercised some independence and some influence  over the  USSR precise ly because  the  Soviets have  perceived few 
alt ern atives to their  cu rre nt  arr angement with  the Egyp tians. The na tur e of the 
Soviets’ lef t fro nt in the  Middle Ea st offers lit tle  a lte rnative  to the Soviet policy of regard ing the UAR a s a beachhead f or its  presence in the region.

4 In s ti tu te  fo r S tr a te g ic  St ud ie s,  S tr a te g ic  Surv ey , 197 0, Lon do n.  197 1, p. 44.B N ew Fo rk  Tim es , Ap ril  18. 197 1. IV,  p. 3.
6 See th e co ve rage  in th e  New Yo rk T in e s ,  Feb ru ar y  19,  197 0, p. 2., of Na sser’s in te rview  wi tli  a F re nch  jo u rn a li s t.
7 A rt h u r Lal l. The  UN an d th e Middle E ast  Cr isi s, 1967  (N ew  Y or k:  Co lumbia Uni ve rsi ty  Pre ss . 19 68),  pp . 20 8- 21 2 : a nd  S af ra n , op. cit .,  p. 412.
8 See fo r ex am ple Jo hn C. Ca mp be ll. “T he  So viet  Un ion an d th e Midd le E ast , P a r t I I ,”  th e  Russ ia n R ev ie w , vol . 29,  no. 3 (J u ly  19 70 ),  pp . 24 7- 26 1.  We re tu rn  to  th is  im port an t po in t of in te rp re ta ti o n  la te r  in  th is  essay.
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A LLIE S ON T H E  LE FT

While the Soviet Union has been able to work out a rath er satisfactory rela
tionship with the United Arab Republic, Soviet policy makers have experienced 
considerable difficulty in dealing with their  Arab allies on the left. Whatever 
the degree of Soviet commitment to revolutionary Marxism, the Kremlin is 
obviously concerned about “ ‘lef tist ’ adventur ism” “leftist  extremism” in the 
middle East*

The Soviets now regard the Pales tinian guerrilla movement as unreliable and 
counterproductive. It  is true tha t the Soviets have endorsed the Palestinian 
movement as an anti-imperial “just war” of national liberation. Moreover, Soviet 
arms and aid wind up indirectly in the guerrilla organizations, as the following 
cha rt Indicates."

Name Arms sources Income sources
1

A! Fatah (Tha Palestine National Liber
ation Movement).

Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO);  
Popula r Liberation Forces (PLF).

Popular  Front fo r the Liberation of 
Palestine (PFLP).

Popula r Democratic  Front for the Libera
tion  of Palestine (PDF).

Popula r Front  for the Libe ration of 
Palest ine—General Command.

Al-Saiqua (Th  jnd er bo lt) .............................

Arab Libe ration Front  (A LF )-------- ---------
Popular Organization for  the L iberation of 

Palestine (POLP).
Popular Struggle Front (P SF).....................
Arab Palest ine Organization (APO)--------
Action Group................................................
Ansar (P art is ans) .. ....................................

Commun ist China, open marke t, cap
tured Israeli arms, rockets of own 
manufac ture.

Same as Al Fatah;  East Europe and 
Arab governments.

East Europe, Iraq , open marke t, cap
ture d Israeli arms.

Syr ia, East Europe, open marke t, cap
tured Israe li arms.

Miscellaneous.............................. .............

Syr ia, Soviet Union , open ma rke t, cap
ture d Israeli arms.

Iraq ............... .............................................
Communist China........... ....................... ..

Priv ate .. ....................................................
United Arab Republic_______ _______
Ira q,  Eg yp t...............................................
Soviet Union..............................................

Main ly Palestinian priva te ind ividuals 
channeling payments through gov
ernments  of Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, 
Libya, and Abu Khabi.

Same as Al Fatah, plus Arab gove rn
ment subsid ies decided by Arab 
League.

Iraq , private.

East Europe, private.

Miscellaneous.

Syria .

Iraq.
Main ly refugees in  camps in Syria . 

Private.
United Arab Republic.
Egypt.
Soviet Union.

Yet the Soviets have not consistently supported the guerri llas and their claims. 
In fact, the Soviet Union prefe rs to work with established governments in the 
Middle East, primarily the United Arab Republic. Thus the Soviets have done 
three things in fashioning policy toward the Palestin ians. They have down
graded the importance of guerri lla activity and stressed the importance of 
diplomacy. One official Soviet commentator even stated bluntly, “. . . the 
conditions for guerrilla war fare  are  highly unfavorable.” u  Second, the Soviets 
have misrepresented the claims of the Palestinians to make them conform to 
Soviet policy. In this regard the Soviets have stated  tha t the Palestinians do 
not question Israe l’s existence and legitimacy but only Israel’s occupying of 
terr itory since 1967“ This interpretation is quite at variances with the pub
lished doctrines of Al F atah and the Popular Fron t for the Liberation of Pales
tine (PF LP).13 Third, the Soviets have directly criticized the more radical 
groups such as the Popular Front and have increasingly opposed their  actions.14 
The Soviet stand at  the 25th General Assembly of the  United Nations in opposi
tion to the hijacking of airc raft,  regardless of the political cause, is a par t of 
the Soviet Union’s dissatisfaction with Palestinian revolutionaries.16

8  See G. Mlrs ky , “R ebir th  of th e Arab W or ld ,” Ne w Ti mes , no. 25 (J une  26, 19 68 ),  p. 12.
10 C hart  c on densed  from  th e Chr is tian Sc ienc e M on ito r,  J u ly  13, 197 0, p. 5.
11 Al Kruglov , “T he  P ale st in e  L ib era ti on  Mov em en t,”  Ne w Tim es , no. 37 (S ep te m be r 17,

1969) , p. 13.
12 See Dav id  M or ris on , “M iddle E a s t :  Th e So viet S ta nc e. ” M izan , vol. 10, no. 4 ( J u ly -  

Aug us t 19 68 ), pp. 14 1- 15 0.  Cf. Y. D m itriev . “T he  Ar ab  Wor ld an d Is ra e l’s Agg re ss ion, ” 
In te rn a ti ona l A ffa ir s (S ep te m be r 19 70 ),  p. 23 ; an d M. Kr em ne v,  “T he  Is ra el i Agg re ss or s 
M is ca lc ul at e, ” Ne w Tim es , no. 13 (A pri l 3, 19 68 ),  pp.  11 -12.

13 One us eful  so ur ce  is  H isha m  Sha ra bi , “P al es tine G u e rr il la s : T hei r Cre di bi li ty  an d 
Effec tive ne ss ,” Supple m en ta ry  P ap er s,  Cen te r fo r S tr a te gic  an d In te rn a ti o n a l Stu di es , 
Georgetown University, 1970, appendices.

14 “T he  wo rds of  adven tu ri st ic  po li ti ci an s do no t w arr a n t se riou s co ns id er at io n. ” 
L  Be lyae v,  “W ays of  E nd in g th e Middle E ast Cri si s,” In te rn ational A ffa ir s (O ctob er  19 68 ),  
p. 28.

UN  M onth ly  Ch ro nicle,  vol . V II , no.  11 (Dece mb er,  19 70 ),  pp . 9 8 -9 9 ; an d th e  Ne w  
Y ork  Tim es , November 26, 1970, p. 78.
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There has been some wary  acceptance by the Sovets of a role for Yasir Arafa t, the leader of A1 Fatah and the Palestine  Liberation Organization, two guerrilla movements dedicated to opposing a Jewish state. The Soviets have patronized Arafat partly because of the ideological imperative to support a na tional liberation movement tha t is anti-Western and partly because of Ara fat’s popularity among the Arab masses. At the same time Moscow has not given him the red carpet tr eatment provided other leaders of the Arab world.18
The Soviets, rath er than fully supporting Palest inian  guerrilla goals, continue to base their  public foreign policy s tand on the  need to implement Assembly Resolution 104 guaran teeing  Palest inian  repa triation or resettlement with(j compensation.1’ The Soviets also have refrained from endorsing violence againstIsrael  outside the occupied territories  and have opposed Popular Fron t efforts to promote revolution against all Middle Easte rn bourgeois regimes, including Egypt. The Palest inian defeat in the Jorda nian civil war of 1970 has undoubtedly encouraged the Soviet Union to continue this line of policy.> Soviet statements indicate  they have concluded tha t the guerril las only intensify Israel’s desire to stay in the occupied ter ritor ies for security reasons. The Soviets see the guerrillas as standing in the  way of a negotiated withdrawal tha t would open the Suez Canal and boost Soviet and Egyptian images of successful diplomacy. As one commentator argued in Moscow’s International Affairs, “. . . ill-considered and rash  actions which do no substantial harm to Israel’s military potential cannot solve the problem of eliminating the consequences of the Israeli aggression, and in certain circumstances they may help the Israeli extremists, who are seeking any pretex t for frustra ting  a political settlement.” 13If the Palest inian movement did not appear  to be a reliable alternative to the UAR-USSR axis for the Soviets, neither have two other  elements in the Soviet’s left front. The reactivization of Communist China’s foreign policy afte r the cultura l revolution also presented the Russians with a number of theoretical and practical difficulties. The Chinese sought to embarrass the Soviets by pointing out the lack of Soviet support for the revolutionaries and other forms of “revisionism,” and by d irectly supporting with small arms and money such groups as A1 Fatah and the Popular Front. Russian and Western sources also indicate tha t the Chinese may have had a hand in fomenting the student  and worker riots in the United Arab Republic during  the fall of 1968.18 Hence the Chinese seemed to be trying to undermine the UAR-USSR axis as well as the Soviet-led effort to negotiate rath er than fight. In the context of more general Sino-Soviet antagonism, the Soviets were probably as interested in checking Chinese penetration of the Middle East as they were in reducing Western influence. Chinese policy and the Pales tinian movement have thus had the same impact on Soviet policy. They have served to convince the Soviets tha t support for the Nasser and Sadat  regimes was the best course of action, if not the only feasible path to follow.
Fur ther support for this  view came as  a result of the actions of other allies on the Arab left, specifically the “progressive” Arab states  of Algeria, Iraq, and w Syria. From the beginning of Soviet efforts to influence the post-1967 situation,Algeria proved itse lf to be distressingly  independent.20 The Algerians were able to block Soviet efforts at  the United Nations in the summer of 1967 to convince Arab delegations to support the Soviet-American agreements on conditions for an Israel i withdrawal. It was not until late fall tha t Algeria could be persuaded to ft acquiesce on the subject. Even after that, the Algerians continued to be vocalin support of the  Palest inians  and in opposition to a negotiated settlement, muchto the Soviet’s regret.
The Syrian government of General Salah Jadid and President Nur Atassi proved to be more reca lcitrant than Algeria, from the Soviet view. The Syrian delegation at the United Nations was persistently at odds with the Soviets. It  was perhaps the most outspoken of the Arab delegations in opposing the Soviet-American compromise agreement which was embodied in Security Council

18 New Yo rk Tim es , F eb ru ary  21 , 197 0, p. 2 ;  an d  M arch  22,  1970, p. 11 ; cf. Chr is tian  Sc ie nc e M on ito r,  J a n u a ry  13, 197 0, p. 1.17 F o r th e co nte nts  of  A /R K S /1 94  an d an  an al ysi s of it s  sig ni fic an ce  in  A ra b- Is ra el i ne got ia tion s,  see Dav id  P. Fors y th e,  U ni te d N ations Pea ce mak ing (B alt im ore : Th e Jo hns H op ki ns  P re ss , 19 71 ).18 D m itriev , op. ci t.19 G. Mirs ky , “U .A.R. . . . Ho me F ro n t, ” New  Tim es , no. 50 (Decem ber 18, 19 68 ),  p. 10. The  M oni to r’s co rr es po nd en ts  al so  fo un d evide nce of  C hinese  i nv olve men t.20 See Lal l, op. cit .,  an d Saf ra n , op . ci t.



204

R es ol ut io n 242 of  No vemb er 22, 1967, whi ch  w as  to be th e  fr am ew ork  fo r Arab-  
Is ra e li  ne go tiat io ns . So viet win ing an d din in g of  Syr ia n de le ga tio ns  in  Moscow 
co up led  w ith  ef fo rts a t d ir ec t pe rs ua sion , fa il ed  to  m ut e pu bl ic  dis ag re em en t 
be tw ee n pr ov id er  an d clie nt." 1 Syr ia n in te rv en tion  in to  th e Jo rd an ia n  civi l w ar  
in  1970 se rv ed  as  an oth er  so ur ce  of  fr ic ti on  be tw ee n th e So viet Union  an d Sy ria .
The re  is  li tt le  re as on  to  be lie ve  th a t th e  So viet s were ha pp y w ith S yri an  su pp or t 
of  th e Pal est in ia ns.  Th e log ic of  th e  si tu ati on  po in ts  to  Syri an  inde pe nd en ce  of  
ac tion  aga in s t So viet pr ef er en ce s.  One in fo rm ed  ob se rv er  be lie ve s th e  So viets 
co un se lle d w it hdra w al of Syr ia n f or ce s, an d it  i s prob ab le  t h a t th e So viet -adv ised  
ar m y op po sed th e dec ision  t o in te rv en e. 22

Ir aq  pr ov ed  to  be no mor e ea sy  fo r th e  So viet s to  ha nd le  th an  w as  Alg er ia  or  .
Sy ria.  Ir a q  ne ver  pu bl ic ly  ac ce pt ed  th e U ni te d N at io ns  gu idel ines  fo r se tt le m en t V

of  th e A ra b-I sr ae li  co nf lic t em bodied  in  Sec ur ity Co uncil  Res ol ut io n 242. Th e
Ir aqu is  did no t ag re e th a t a co m m itm en t to  diplom ac y ra th e r th an  fo rc e shou ld  
be ac ce pt ed  as  a ba sis fo r br in gi ng  abou t a  se tt le m en t. Ir a q ’s w ill in gn es s to  ex 
am in e Chine se  ov er tu re s on th e ir  m er it s also  dis tres se d th e So viets.23 Given th e «
fa c t th a t Ir a q  po ssessed neit her th e st ra te g ic  ge og raph ical  po si tio n nor th e le ad 
er sh ip  of  a ch ari sm ati c  fig ure lik e N as se r, it  is  no t su rp ri si ng  th a t th e  So viet s 
pre fe rr ed  to  de al  w ith  th e U ni ted Ara b Rep ub lic  ra th e r th aj i w ith Iraq .

In  su m m ar y,  mou nt in g an ta go ni sm  fr om  th e ir  al li es  on  th e le ft  ca us ed  the 
So viet s to in cr ea se  th e ir  de pe nd en ce  up on  th e UAR . M il it ar y or  econom ic a id  to  
th e  th re e o th er “p ro gr es sive ” A ra b st a te s had  no t in cr ea se d So viet  influ en ce  as  
f a r  as  po lic y to w ar d Is ra e l w as  co nc erne d.  P ers is te n t Arab an im os ity to w ar d 
th e Zi on is t st a te , pl us  tr ad it io nal Ara b je al ou si es  to w ar d th e UA R kep t the 
So viet s fr om  bu ild in g a ti gh t A ra b co al it io n in su pp or t of  th e So vie t-U AR  ax is .24

OPP OSI TI ON ON  T II E  RIG HT

Bec au se  of  th e lack  of  re li ab le  al lies  on th e le ft , th e So viets hes it a te d  to  ex er t 
st ro ng pr es su re  on the U ni ted Ara b Rep ub lic  to ac ce pt  a co mpr om ise so lu tio n 
on te rr it o ri a l bo un da ries  w ith  Is ra el . The y al so  were re lu c ta n t to pre ss  th e UAR  
be ca us e of th e toug h ba rg ai ni ng po si tion  of  Is ra e l an d th e U ni ted Sta te s.  The 
So viet Un ion  saw li tt le  re as on  to fo llo w a po lic y whi ch  mig ht  an ta go ni ze  the 
Egyp tian s if  pr os pe ct s w er e him fo r ob ta in in g a de si re d re sp on se  fr om  Is ra el .

Th e So viet s sa w  cl ea rly th e  m il it a ry  su per io ri ty  Is ra e l po ssessed a ft e r 1967,25 
and re sp on de d by  sp ea ki ng  so ft ly  an d hid in g t he  big  st ick.  Th e USS R de lega tio n 
in  th e Sec ur ity Council  w en t to  g re at le ngth s to  di savo w he at ed  Ara b st at em en ts  
qu es tion in g th e legi tim ac y of  Is ra e l an d,  in  ge ne ra l, So viet po lic y so ug ht  to  con
vey a pled ge  to  rec ogniz e se cu re  boun dar ie s fo r a sm al le r Is ra el in  re tu rn  fo r 
w it hdra w al from  occupie d te rr it o ry .28 No do ub t th e So viet s w er e m os t in te re st ed  
in  w ithdra w al from  th e Suez ar ea. The  ex pa ns io n of th e So viet nav y in to  the 
Red  Sea, th e  Pers ia n  Gu lf, an d th e In d ia n  Oc ean de pe nd ed  upon  th a t w at er w ay , 
as  did  in cr ea se d tr ade w ith th e ea st  co as t of  A fr ic a an d ex pe di te d sh ip m en ts  to  
N or th  V ie tn am .27 A ra dic al  re je ct io n of  Is ra e l’s legi tim ac y,  de m an de d by the 
P ale st in ia ns and th e “pro gr es sive s,” w as  to  th e So viet mind a  su re  fo rm ula  fo r 
en su ri ng t he p rese nc e of Is ra e li  tro op s fr om  Go lan  to Suez.  *

Th e So viet po sit ion, ho wev er , le ft  room  fo r Is ra eli  do ub ts  as  to  th e Sovie t 
Union ’s u lt im ate  in te nt io ns . I f  th e So viet s re fe rr ed  to  Is ra e l as  th e ag gr es so r 
in 1967 an d st re ss ed  A ra b ow ne rshi p of  th e  occupie d te rr it o ri es,  it  w as  only 
a short, st ep  to re fe r to o th er  Is ra el i- co nt ro lled  te rr it o ry  as  occupie d an d to re fe r f
to  Is ra e l’s pos t-19 47 ex pa ns io n as  ag gr es sion . If  th e So viets pu bl ic ly  en do rsed  
th e  P ale st in ia n  re si st an ce  mo ve men t in th e occupie d te rr it o ri es as  a ju s t st rugg le , 
i t  was  on ly  a sh ort  step  to  en do rse th e Pal est in e m ov em en t pe r se as  j u s t st ru gg le

21 V ew  Yor k Ti mes , Ma y 13, 196 9, p. 13 ; Ju ly  5, 1969, p. 1 ; an d Aug us t 13, 197 0, p. 6.
22 C hr is tian Sc ienc e M on ito r,  Aug us t 4, 197 0. p. 3.
“ N ew  York  Tim es , A ug us t 2. 197 0. pp.  2, 10 ; A ug us t 6, 1970, p. 1.
24 J o rd an  an d o th er  “n on -p ro gr es sive ” A ra b st a te s we re  to  som e ex te n t le ft  to  th e West , 

al th ough  a So vi et  de lega tio n did di sc us s m il it a ry  aid w ith th e Jo rd an ia ns.  Ne w Yor k Time s,  
Ja n u a ry  11, 1968. p. 29.

25 “ Th e po li ti ca l se tt le m en t of th e Middle E ast cr is is  . . .  is th e  on ly re al  al te rn a ti ve  to 
Is ra e l’s po lic y of  st re ng th  an d m il it a ry  ga m bl es .” P.  De mc henko an d V. Ka sis. “ Is ra el  : 
E sc al at io n  of Ag gr ession ,” Ne w Tim es , no. 9 (M ar ch  3, 19 70 ),  pp. 4 -5 . See also  th e Ne w  
York  Tim es  co mmen ta ry  on  a  Pra vd a  ar ti c le  sp ea ki ng  to  th e same poi nt , Aug us t 9, 1970 , 
p. 3.

16 T hi s po lic y becomes qu it e cl ea r in  a Sec ur ity Co unc il de ba te  in  th e sp ri ng of 1969. 
See  th e UN  M onth ly  Ch ronicle , vol . VI , no . 4 (A pr il  196 9) es pe cial ly  np. 28 -2 9,  wh ere th e 
So viet  sp ok es man  in te rj ect s,  “n obody de ni es  th e ri g h t of Is ra e l to  ex is t. . .

27 S ee fu rt h e r  T. B. M ill ar , “So viet  Pol ic ie s So ut h an d F  s t  of Su ez ,” Fo re ign Affa ir s,  
vo l. 49, no. 1 (O ctob er  19 70 ), pp.  70 -80.



205

for national self-determination. Hence Israe l viewed Soviet pledges of respect 
for its security with some misgivings and held out for a formal treaty with its 
Arab adversaries t ha t would endorse Israeli  control over Eas t Jerusalem, Sharm 
El Sheik, the Golan Heights, and perhaps more/8

It is debatable whether Israe li leaders perceived another set of factors, increas
ingly understood by noninvolved observers, tha t cast  doubt upon Soviet intentions. While some Israel is see themselves as a bulwark against communism in the Mid
dle East, the Soviets have increased their presence in the region precisely because of the creation of the s tate  of Israe l and the resulting exacerbation of Arab anti- 
Westernism.28 Because Zionism was, and is, reviewed by many Arabs as a front  and tool of Western imperialism, the Soviets have profited from the Arab turn- J  away from the West. Thus the logic of the situat ion indicates little  strategic gainfor the Soviets from a rath er complete solution to the Arab-Israe li conflict. An Arab-Israeli  modus vivendi could well lead to some Arab-Western rapport , which 
the Soviets would no doubt regard  as the antithesis of thei r policy to reduce 

rf Western influence in the area. Hence there  was fur the r reason fo r Is rael to ques
tion Soviet policy.

As for the United States, the Nixon Adminis tration’s quest for an “even- handed” approach to the region turned out to be not much different from Presi
dent Lyndon B. Johnson’s policy of general support  for Israel. Soviet military aid to the United Arab Republic was regarded as provocative and destabilizing, and 
the United States seemed deeply disappointed tha t the Soviets would not agree to a limitation  on arms shipments.30 Apparent ly the United States was assuming 
the Soviets would enter such an agreement even though Is rael would remain militarily superior to the TJAR. thus making for friction in the Soviet-UAR axis.

It is possible tha t the Nixon Administration thought that  Soviet inte rest in a reopened Canal would provide sufficient incentive for them to devise a solution to 
the stalemate which would be acceptable to both sides. As a result  the United States, immediately afte r 1907, waited for the Soviets to convince the UAR to 
accept terr itor ial compromise and to enter into a contractual arrangement with Israel. It seemed reasonable to assume tha t the Soviets would attempt to bring 
the Egyptians around if they really wanted the Suez open and if they wanted to reduce the risk of direct confrontation with the United States. According to 
James Reston, Soviet and American discussions in the interim led to agreement on some points in a compromise solution, but it soon became apparent tha t the 
Russians  could not, or would not, bring the United Arab Republic into line with those agreements.31 Then the United States tried dealing directly with the UAR 
but without results.

The strong bargaining position of Israel  and the United States presented ob
vious difficulties to the Soviet Union. The USSR apparen tly decided tha t it 
could not  press vigorously for fur the r compromises beyond the terms of United 
Nations Security Council Resolution on the subject (242), especially since the 
UAR was under intense criticism from the Arab left for going tha t far. The 
Soviets foresaw increased friction with the United Arab Republic if they pushed 
for fur the r compromise while the United States refrained from pressing Israel * to reduce it s t erri torial claims.

SOVIET INFLUENCE— STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Though it is necessary in studying contemporary Soviet foreign policy to be less ft than precise in analyzing influence, some points seem reasonably clear from the
available evidence. First,  limitat ions on Soviet influence a re real, especially on 
the making of day-to-day policy. The Soviets have not had much success in a lte r
ing Arab policies toward Israel when those policies are  inconsistent with the 
Soviet stance. It  is quite clear tha t Soviet military  aid has not been trans lated  
into Soviet diplomatic influence over Algeria, Iraq, and Syria.32

28 S ee Fo re ig n M in is te r E ban ’s as se ss m en t of th e Sov ie t ro le  in  th e New  Yor k Ti mes , 
M arch  31,  1970, p. 3.

29 F o r ba ck gr ou nd  see W al te r Lao ue ur , “Rus si a E n te rs  th e Mi dd le E a s t, ” Fo re ign A ffai rs , 
vol.  47.  no. 2 (J an u ary  19 69 ),  pp. 29 6-30 S.30 A ssi st an t Sec re ta ry  Sisco,  “T he  F lu id  an d Evo lv in g S it uat io n  in  th e Midd le E ast, ” D ep ort m en t o f S ta te  B u ll e ti n . LX V II . no. 164 3 (D ecem ber 26, 197 01.m Ne w York  Ti mes . Ja n u a ry  13, 197 1. p. 22. I t  was  re por te d th a t th e So viets ha d ag reed  th a t Is ra e l sh ou ld  be se cu re  an d ha ve  eq ua l na vig at io n  ri gh ts , sh ou ld  w ithdra w  from  Si na i, an d sh ou ld  ne go ti at e Sh ar m  El Sheik .

•■’-F o r  an al ysi s of “m ea gr e” po li tica l re su lt s from  So viet  aid  an d tr ade  po lic ies , see W al te r Laq ue ur , The  St ru gg le  fo r  th e Middle E ast  (New Yo rk : M ac mill an , 19 69 ), 
pp.  14 3-14 4.
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Soviet influence vis-a-vis the  UAR is more difficult to analyze because public 
differences have  been muted. In the Nasser period, despite proclama tions of 
unity , the  Soviets were probably unsure  of th eir  ab ility  to keep N asse r committed 
to diplomacy ra ther  than coercion.'53 Periodic reports  from Cairo of impending 
violence caused  the  Soviets to  increase arm s shipments and  decrease pres sure  for  
a compromise settle ment.34 I f Nasser w as inte rest ed in postponing a p ar tia l s ettl e
ment  or in ext rac ting more “borrowed” power  for the UAR, he was more suc
cessful tha n were the  Soviets in the ir pol icy objec tives.

In the  Sad at period, the re is fu rth er  reason  to believe that  Soviet influence is 
quite limi ted vis-h-vis the UAR. There is vir tua lly  no evidence th at  the Soviets 
exer ted direct influence in Sadat’s rise  to power, nor in his day-to-day  policies 
toward Israel. Sadat’s purge  of Egyptian  poli ticians linked  to Moscow could not 
have been to Soviet liking;  yet there ar e few reports  of Soviet influence in that  
process. Fina lly, the USSR-UAR tre aty of friendship , signed in 1971, does not 
really give to the  Soviets any new or specific influence over UAR policy making.36 
If  anything, the  brie f Sad at period of leadersh ip in the UAR indicate s more 
clearly than  previously th at  the Soviets  have a mil itar y presence  withou t spe
cific polit ical influence. The Israel is remain in the  occupied ter ritori es,  the 
gue rril las  remain independent, Suez rem ains closed, and the  Arab governments 
remain at  cross-purposes. These are  ha rdly the  marks  of successful Soviet fo reign 
policy.

It  should be recognized, however, th at  the Soviets have been successful in  some 
ways. Particular ly af ter 1970 it would be difficult fo r the UAR to launch  a ground 
offensive again st Isra eli  positions witho ut Soviet agreemen t to coordina te its 
independent ai r power; thu s the  Soviets did hold a trum p to UAR mil itary 
policy.38 And it  is probable th at  the Soviet  m ilita ry presence in  the UAR reduces 
the  p uta tive power of the United  Sta tes  in  the region, thereby  fac ilit ating Soviet 
efforts to influence the Persian Gulf a nd  Indian  Ocean are as.37 Yet d irec t m ilita ry 
presence  may be more a liability  than  an asset. For  the Soviets in the Middle 
Eas t, as for  the Americans in Indochina, mil itary involvement is not a sub stitute  
for the achievement of policy objec tives and, in fact, may not contribute toward 
achieving those objectives.38

PROSPECTS FOR THE FUT URE

As was true for the Bri tish  in the pas t, the  Soviets will contin ue to find the 
UAR and the Suez instrum enta lly important to them in the  future . Hence a 
con tinuation of the patern  of milita ry aid  and  deference to a number of UAR 
policies can be expected.

Western intere sts  may indeed be endange red by this sta te  of affa irs. Bu t the 
th reat  of Soviet mil itary superiori ty in  the Mediterranean or Ind ian  Oceans and 
the  accompanying loss of economic resources  in the  near  fu tur e is not  n early so 
signif icant a s th e da nger  of accidental wa r between the  superpowers.88 The Soviets,

33 F o r a re vi ew  of po ss ib le  So viet  effo rts  to se cu re  UA R ba ck in g fo r a ne go ti at ed  se tt le 
men t. see  th e  New  Yor k Tim es , Ju ne  11, 196 9. p. 8 : .Tune 12, 196 9, p. 4 ;  .Tune 14 1969 

? n d . J u ,2 e  1 8 ,  1 9 6 9 > p. 16. Cf. th e C hri st ia n  Sc ienc e M on ito r,  A ug us t 7 1970 p 10 
I t  is  sign if ic an t th a t,  wh ile  th e Ca iro  pr es s was  co ns is te nt ly  re port in g  the pr ob ab il ity  

of  fu tu re  viole nce, th e So viet pr es s wa s st re ss in g  th e nee d fo r av oi di ng  violen ce  See par
ti cu la rl y  Fr au d® , Ja n u ary  31, 196 9. p. 4. Cf. Pra rd a.  No vemb er 7, 1968 , p. 5. an d Ja n u 
ar y 25, 1969  p 4. See also  M. Kre mne v,  “M iddle E ast D et onat or, ” New  Ti mes , no. 1 
(J an u ary  1, I9 60),  pp.  12 -13. Tt is to be re ca lled  al so  th a t bo th  do mes tic  ri o ts  in th e TTAR 
an d m il it a ry  cr it ic is m  of  co nc il ia to ry  po lic ies incr ea se d th e pr oba bi lit y of  a  sho w of fo rce 07 Tsasser.

36 A rt ic le  7, re quir in g  m utu al  co nsu ltat io n  “on al l im po rt an t qu es tio ns  ”  is no  mo re 
th an  a fo rm al iz at io n of  w hat  has  bee n occ urr in g  sin ce  196 7 an d does no t commit ei th er  
part y  to  ag re e w it h  or  follo w th e ot he r.  T he co nc ep ts  o f  “ so ve re ignty te rr it o ri a l in te gri ty  
no n- in te rf er en ce  in  th e  in te rn al  af fa ir s . . .” ar e rea ffi rm ed  in  A rt ic le  1 an d mav  be sa id  
to  re pre se nt an  ob lig at ion of  th e US SR  to  t h e  UA R.

38 See fu rt h er,  Rob er t E.  H unte r.  “Th e So viet  Di lem ma in th e  Mi dd le E ast  P a r t I ” Adelphi Papers, no. 59 (S ep tem be r 1969 ).
37 See fu rt h er.  W yn fred  Jo sh ua.  S o v ie t P en e tr a ti o n  In to  th e  M id dle  P a st (N at io na l 

S tr at eg y In fo rm at io n  Ce nter . In c. , 197 0) ; A rt h u r Ja y  Klin gh ao ffe r, “P re te x t an d Con text  • 
E val uat in g  th e So viet  Role in  th e Mi ddl e E a s t. ” M isan , vol.  10. no. 3 (M ay-J une  196 8) 
pp.  86 -9 3 ; an d Aar on  S. Klie man , Sovi et  Rus sia an d th e  Middle E ast  (B al tim or e • Jo hns Hop kins  Pre ss . 19 70 ).

? t I t  is  lik ely th a t the Sov ie ts  view  th e Arab Is ra el i conf lic t as  an  in st ru m en ta l means  
to w ar d th e more im port an t en ds  of  P ers ia n  Gul f oil , tr ade  an d po rt s in th e  Tndian Ocean  
etc . Be coming  en sn ar ed  in  th e  m il it a ry  and  fina nc ia l vo rt ex  of  th e A ra b- Is ra el i co nf lic t’ 
an d it s re la te d  in te r- A ra b ri val ri es , m ay  be dy sf unc tiona l to  o th er  go als3,1 See J. C. Hurewitz (ed .), Soviet-American Rivalry  in the Middle Ea st (New York • Frederick A. Praeger, 1969), especially pa rt I ; and Millar, op. cit.



as they increase their  military involvement with  the United Arab Republic, increase the risk of unintended combat participa tion. They might also choose to 
fight to protect  ever-increasing investments in prestige.40

The Soviets have not supplied the long-range offensive weapons tha t could directly jeopardize Is rael ’s existence and in the process bring direc t United States intervention. And Soviet pilots have been kept away from Suez to lessen Soviet- Israe li encounters. Thus the Soviets a re not as reckless as they are coldly calculating.41 Rationa l pursuit of self-interest, however, has a way of becoming submerged in the hot emotions of the Middle East. The spi ral of escalation, with the final stage being a heavy Soviet “reprisa l” that might trigger  United States entry into the conflict is a contingency tha t threa tens the intere sts of all.
Despite this ever-present sword of Damocles, Soviet policy in the Arab-Israeli conflict is not likely to undergo radical change. The future of the conflict depends much less on Soviet policy than  on whether Arab elites come to accept te rritorial compromise and whether Isra el sets unreali stic terr itor ial terms in the bargaining. Without an agreement on boundaries there  cannot be even a par tial  agreement tha t wTould then permi t discussion of the status of the Palestinians. New developments may occur with the new regime in Egypt and the present  demise 

of the Palestinian guerrillas. If  not, the outlook is for more, and hopefully limited, violence. One cannot realistically look to the Soviets to a lter  the ir course.
40 L aq ueu r,  op. cit .,  pp.  158, 16 0- 16 1.41 Cf. Saf ra n , op. ci t. , p. 413 . See als o, in ge ne ra l, Ad am  B. Ul am , Coe xi sten ce  an d Exp an si on  (New  Y ork : F re der ic k  A. Pra eg er , 19 68 ),  es pe cial ly  pp. 743  an d 747 .



AP PE ND IX  IV
[F ro m  th e Co ng ress iona l Re cord, Sept.  29, 197 1]

The Soviet Union in the Middle East

Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Speaker, some of the more dramatic political and stra teg ic 
gains of the Soviet Union in the post-World War II  period have  been in the Middle 
Eas t. In  an are a where  Russia had  few intere sts  and certa inly no rea l policy in 
1945, she now has a deep involvement I n assessing  the role of the Soviet Union in 
the Middle East, it  is  useful  to see both how R uss ia’s policies and involvement in (
the are a evolved and what is the balance of opportunitie s and risks for the  Soviet 
Union in the are a today . Rega rdless of one’s perspective on Soviet foreign  policy, 
no one could, in the early 1950’s, perceive what would happen in the Middle East .

The Soviet Union, in approaching the thi rd  world, has sought generally to be 
able to do precisely what t he United S tate s and other powers do. In  each area, her 
firs t goals were to m ake a presence and  then try  to  obtain equal sta tus  with other 
powers. Othe r goals, such as e liminatin g gr eat  power competitors, and dominating 
the region, come la ter , if at  all. Fo r the Russians do realize that, exclusive client  
sta tes  can be both expensive  and hard to control. The question  remains as to why 
Russian  policies  have  been so successful. The answer  lies less in the ir vague goals 
and specific policies and more in tak ing  ad van tage of circumstances. A review of 
her  Middle Eas t policies reveal s th at  tha t str ategem  is ju st as incoherent  and piece
meal as  much of t he U.S. global s trategy .

RU SSIAN  INVOLVEMENT UNTI L 19 45

U nt il  th e mid-1950 ’s, R us si an  ef fo rt s in  th e Middle E ast  we re  co nc en trat ed  on 
th e nort hern  ti e r— Tur ke y an d Ir a n —a nd  th e Arab wor ld  was  n ot  v er y im por ta nt.
Tra dit ional policy, in spired by an “Easte rn Question” mentality , emphasized Rus 
sian inte res ts in Istanb ul and the Balkans. All o ther  areas, that  is, the Arab world 
and even the Mediterranean Sea, were secondary inte res ts to an overriding czar- 
ist  desire to control the  Turk ish St ra its  and  thereby prevent foreign  entry  into 
the Black Sea.

The Soviet October Revolution increased policy emphasis on Ira n and Turkey 
and n desire for good state -to-state rela tion s in order to neutral ize those  states.
Soviet int erw ar policy also trie d to stim ula te uprisings aga ins t the  Bri tish  and 
the  French  who ha d bo th substan tial  presence and interests in much of the Middle 
Eas t. The ineptness of Soviet policy in this  period  re sulte d d irectly f rom her inte n
tion to pursue her policies through small minor ity-oriented Communis t part ies.
In the  final analysis, however. Soviet quiessence  in the Arab world resulted from 
litt le intere st in the area . Intere sts  and opportunitie s are  related, and the lack 
of the form er na rrows  the r ange of the la tte r.

Despite recent attempts to the contrary, the  Nazi-Soviet 1940 negotiations did 
not reoresent  any change  in Soviet policy. Those  abortive negotiat ions do not sun- f
por t th e notion of a concerted Soviet in terest  in reaching the Indian Ocean through
the Arab world. Molotov’s concerns  were much neare r to home, especia lly the 
Turk ish st ra its  and Finlan d.

1 9 4 5 -5 5

The ini tia l phases of the  cold wa r completely isola ted Turkey and Iran  from 
any possible Soviet init iati ve and, in a sense, prompted Russia to go over the 
northern  tier  to the Arab world.

Oddly enough, in the first  decade of the  post-World War II  period. Soviet 
ini tia tives in the  Middle East were  confined mainly to suppor t of the 1947 
partit ion  plan for  Pale stine and  helping  the  Zionis ts in Palestine to obtain  
Czechos lovakian arms . The Soviet Union’s supp ort of the  Zionists in this period 
was not a ploy but  a  direc t res ult  of h er main  policy intere st which concentrated 
on driving the Bri tish  out of the  Middle Eas t. Pal est inian Jews,  ra th er  than 
Arab nat ionalis ts, were, in the  Soviet view, bet ter  able to deal with  get ting  the 
Br itish out. We see from this ear ly period a very low enthusia sm for the  Arab 
nat ion alist movement—an enthusiasm which rema ins low today. Soviet leaders 
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have always been suspicious of national ist liberation movements which get 
results without struggles.

FIRS T PH ASE  OF INVO LV EM EN T: M ID -1 95 0’S AND TH E SEEDS OF CHA NGE

Joseph Stalin ’s death and the 20th Par ty Congress in 1956 afforded the Soviet 
Union an opportunity to reorient her policies and initi ate certain doctrinal  
changes. The dangers of foreclosing a chance to change policies at  a time of lead
ership upheaval in the Soviet Union induced some Russian leaders to initia te 
policy changes, especially toward developing countries.

/> In the Arab Middle East, the breakthrough was the arms deal with Egypt,
called the Czech a rms deal at the time so as to minimize di rect Soviet involve
ment. This change was not a reconsideration of policy but a creative adapta tion 
to the political situat ion in the area.

It  was the thre at of the U.S.-engineered Baghdad Pact, a multi latera l, defen-
> sive alliance, tha t activated  Soviet policy and set the stage for her policy of

today. Russia loathed the Pact, part icula rly because it raised the possibility of 
having her southern flank ringed with nuclear bomb-carrying planes of the 
West. To P resident Nasser and the Egyptian Government, the pact had a polar
izing effect on the Arab world and entrenched the West at a time when com
plete economic and political independence was the goal of an  increasing number 
of Arabs. The momentary common objectives of Egypt and Russia —to under
mine Iraq, the mainstay of the  Baghdad Pact, and to remove the West from the 
area—joined these two states in 1955. The arms Nasser obtained helped him 
circumvent the West at a time when Egypt considered it in her vital interest to 
be able to counter Israe li attacks simila r to the 1955 Gaza raid . For the Soviet 
Union, the arms deal was embarrass ing and indeed she termed the pact a 
“s trictly commercial arrangement” to end Egyptian exclusive support on the 
West fo r arms.

The underlying theme of Soviet policy in this period, then, was opposition to 
the Baghdad Pact. The Russians were seeking emulation of Egypt’s defiance of 
the West and not of Egypt’s type of regime. Capitalism was still the cornerstone 
of the Egyptian economy and her embryonic agrarian reform movement was 
hardly a full-scale socialist venture. Despite the Russian decision to build the 
Aswan Dam, Khrushchev did not, at this time, see Nasser as an ally. It is useful 
to remember t hat at the time of the Suez war of 1956, Russia did not have any 
military power in the  area and the Soviet navy was only recently moving from 
a concern for a high sea military capability toward submarines. Military action 
in 1956 would not have produced any results for the Soviet Union.

SECOND PH A S E : 1 9 5 6 -6 7

The 1956-58 period represents the star t of a second phase of Soviet involve
ment in the Middle East , a phase dominated by the  success of her initia l objec
tives. The Suez war of 1956 effectively eliminated, for a while at least, France 

* and England as Middle East powers, and the Iraqi  Revolution of 1958 ruined
the Baghdad Pact.

But the Suez war did more. It  led the Soviets to perceive a pattern of recur
ren t tr ait s about Arab-Israel i crises.

I Firs t, such crises tended to exasperate relations between the Arabs and the
West.

Second, the  Soviet Union could not control P resident Nasser. Indeed, Premier 
Bulganin heard about the national ization of the Suez Canal on the radio. Al
though the Russians  endorsed nationalization and egged the Egyptians on. they 
sat on the sidelines in October 1956 when the British, French, and Israe lis at
tacked Egypt.

Third, the Suez crisis enhanced the position of the Soviet Union, and with 
the British eliminated from the area, Russia faced only the United States in 
the Middle East.

Finally, whereas the Russians  had conceived of the Arab-Israeli issue as a 
nationalist struggle prior to Suez, the conflict was now considered a struggle of 
the Arabs against imperialism.

Another important key to this second phase of Soviet activity in the Middle 
Eas t was a clear indication by the Russians in the late 1950’s and early 1960’s 
tha t they thought Egypt was the most important country in the area despite



increase d Soviet presence in Syria  and Iraq. While  the Soviet Union was dis« 
mayed about the imprisonment of Egyptian  Communists in the  late  1950’s, she 
became much hap pie r with  int ern al events in Egypt af ter  the 1961 nat ionaliz a
tions. In this period , we also see contin ued Russian  dislike for Arab nat ion
alism and unit y : rela tions with  Syria and  Egy pt were stra ined dur ing the 
United  Arab Republ ic 1958-61 era . It  can be pos tula ted that  the gre ate r the Arab 
cooperation and the gre ate r the feeling for Arab  unity , the less the abi lity  of the 
Soviet Union to increase its presence and influence in the Arab World:  This 
same tr ai t is descern ible in 1971 as Egypt, Libya  and Syria , and  perh aps Sudan, 
move towa rds some federation .

Another imp ortant  maxim of Arab politi cs to emerge during this period con
cerned  the  rela tive  uselessness of local Communist par ties to the Soviet Union 
in her  quest for  increased influence and pres tige  in the Arab World. The fra g
mented na tur e of the  par ties in Syria,  Iraq and Egypt, Russian’s thre e main 
clien ts at  that  time, and the ir inabili ty to acquire  a wide base of public support 
was a source of embarrassment to Russia . To support the partie s openly was to 
ali ena te cen tra l governments and not to suppor t them at  all was anathema to 
any  Communist . In short , altho ugh local Communist par ties are  becoming in
creasing ly irrele vant to the Soviet Union’s position in the Middle East, some 
supp ort must be shown for local Communists as the recent events  in the  Sudan would suggest.

THIRD  p h a s e : 1967 TO 197 0

Like the Suez war, the 6-day wa r of 1967 enhanced the Soviet position in the 
Middle East . But whereas in 1956, Bulganin and the Russians may have egged 
Nassa r on, in 1967 the Soviet Union played  a somewhat gre ate r role in provok
ing war. It  seems, in partic ula r, that  she accepted  and encouraged Egyptian 
and Syrian moves in Sinai and the  Golan Heights and did not  correct some of 
the  many pre- June Egyptian  stat ements like “the Soviet Union will stand  with  
us in bat tle .” Wh at remains unc lear  is when the Soviet Union lost control of events.

More signif icant tha n the Soviet Union’s role in provoking war was its radical  
underes timation of the natur e and  volatil ity of Arab politics. Besides  miscal
cula ting  the balance of power in the area , the  Soviet Union did not real ize how 
provocative Syrian and Egyptian  moves in April  and May of 1967 or the esca lations  that  occurred were.

Per hap s the most encouraging react ion of the  Soviet Union to the June  1967 
wa r can be seen in the changes in diplomacy. Indeed, her  first reaction to the 
st ar t of the June  wa r was to use the “hotli ne” to W ashing ton in an effort  to avoid 
any confronta tion.  The whole pa tte rn of diplomacy af ter  1967 shows the  differ
ences with  the  period preceeding 1967: U.N. debates for Resolution 242, Glass
boro, 4-power talks, 2-power talk s, have dominate d the intern ationa l scene.

PO ST -1967 ERA

While  circumstances have led the Soviet Union to seek gre ate r diplomacy 
with  other big powers  in the are a af te r 1967, the situ atio n was also used bv 
Russia to try  to enhance its  position in the  Middle East . Severa l points should be m ad e:

First . The Russian s decided immediate ly af te r the 1967 war to reco nstruct 
and continue to supply her defe ated  Arab  clients.  This was done to keep her options open and to p rotect pa st investm ents.

Second. The Russians have  enlarged the  scope of this policy. South Yemen, 
Yemen, and Sudan now have extensive  ties  with  the Soviet Union but none have 
a client rela tionship  with  Russia, similar  to th at  of Syria, Iraq , and Egypt.

Third. The Soviet Union continues to lack a high degree of political control 
over Arab coun tries  with  which she has  extensive  ties. The recen t events  in the Sudan and Egypt are  cases in point.

Fourth.  There has  been, since 1967, a growth  of Soviet communications in the Middle Eas t, particular ly her a ir  and m arit ime  units.
Fif th. Russia has also entered the Arab oil world and now has oil in terest s in Syr ia and Iraq.
Sixth.  The Soviet Union sends arms to more than 10 Arab countries  and, more 

significant, at  least six sta tes  are  committed to the Soviet Union for  spare par ts.
Seventh. The Soviet moves to beef up  i ts  Mediterranean squad ron is indicative  

of a desire to improve her overall mil itar y potentia l in the area. Interestingly
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enough, the ini tia l impetus for thi s Soviet move came in 1964 when Russia saw 
the need to cover the  U.S. forces in general  and  the  Polar is subm arine in par
ticu lar.  It  should be noted that  this Soviet buildup was defensive  ra ther  tha n 
offensive in na tur e and th at  it  was an an tia tta ck , anti submarine  phase.

Eighth. Increased  ass ets  in the  area increased the  need for gre ate r presence. 
The milita ry presence was  imp ortant  and signif icant in all thre e services, but it 
is signif icant th at  Soviet ai r presence  in the  immediate  post-1967 w ar period was 
minimal. Indeed , Soviet ai r supp ort in the  Yemen civil  wa r was pulled back im
mediately af te r the loss of a Soviet pilot. At th at  time, the Soviet Union was dis
inclined to have  her  men involved directly  in combat despite TU-16  Soviet- 
piloted  recon naissance planes .

FOURTH PH A SE : 19 70 ON

The deep penetra tion  raids by Israel  into  Egypt in late .1969 and early 1970 
forced on the Soviet Union a big decision which seems to have been taken in 
Janu ary 1970 dur ing  Pre sident  Nasser's  secret Moscow trip . This  decision led to 
the introduction  of an inte gra ted  a ir defense sys tem which Soviet leaders thought 
was  needed to save the ir men in Cairo. SAM sites, missile units, netw orks  of a ir 
bases, new Mig 23’s and Foxbats , a ll w ith Soviet personnel, changed the  chara cte r 
of Russia ’s presence in Egypt and  her  sta tus in the Middle East . This  increased 
mil itary involvement  gave Russia  a new range of opportunitie s with  many more 
var ied  inst rum ents.

Another key to the  post-1970 fourth phase of Soviet involvement in the Middle 
Ea st has  been the  ins titutionalizat ion  of Soviet presence. In Egypt, thi s took the 
form of a tre aty of f riendship and cooperation signed in May 1971. F or  the Soviet 
Union, this  new period witnesse s the presence in the a rea  of over 10.000 Russians, 
mostly mil itary technicians.  In terms of Kremlin politics, this presence means 
that  there are bureaucrac ies in Russia with  a stake in events  and perfo rmances 
in the  Middle East. As such, they represent  a lobby in the  Soviet Union for a 
cer tain position and involvem ent.

OPPORTUN ITIES AND RISKS

In this fou rth  phase, the  Soviet Union has  a  number of possible objectives and 
opportunitie s in the  Middle Ea st which she mus t balance with many risks exis t
ing in the  are a. Some of he r objectives m ight  b e :

Fir st.  Reduce fu rth er  or elim inate  the U.S. pos ition in the Arab world.
Second. Prom ote the demise of pro-West , moderate Arab governments in  Jo rda n 

and  Saudi Arab ia, in part icu lar .
Third. Obta in greater  influence over Middle Ea st oil so as to determine the 

term s on which W estern E urope gets it s oil ra ther  than cut  it off.
Fou rth . Help speed the  Br itish withdrawal from the  Per sian Gulf and try to 

replace B riti sh in th e gulf instead  of  permit ting  a U.S. presence.
Fif th.  Use position in Middle Ea st to try  to neu tral ize  f ur ther  W estern Europe 

and  the no rthern  ti er of Turkey  and I ran .
Sixth. With  an open Suez Canal, try  to extend influence eastw ard,  partic ula rly  

into  the Ind ian  Ocean.
Seventh. Use Middle Ea st and North  Africa as base for African operations in 

such c ountries  as  Ta nzania , Somalia, and Zambia.
Eighth. Cre ate  in the  Middle Ea st a noncont iguous sphere  of  influence.
Despite  these  opportunitie s, the  Soviet Union’s position in the Middle East is 

fra ught with  many dangers. Some a re :
The chronic ins tab ility of  some of her client regimes and the prospect that  

clien t regimes may be over thrown.
The increased Soviet presence in the Middle East since 1967 has  weakened 

some regimes. This  in crea ses the Soviet Union’s st ake  w ithout increasing her  role 
as the final  a rb ite r over  acts of those  client sta tes.

If  the  mi lita ry solution of the  Arab-Israel  conflict fails,  social and  politica l 
pressures  may both bring down these  regimes and demand new policies of which 
the  Soviet Un ion may n ot approve.

Clients may bet ray  the  Soviet Union because they see th e United States, othe r 
Wes tern powers, or even China,  a s the only way to solve the  Arab-Tsrae’ roblem. 
While recen t moves of Egypt  m ight  sugges t such a pattern,  the  a ppare nt lack of 
prog ress  of the  U.S. cu rre nt peace ini tia tive would minimize the likelihood that  
other state s will turn to the United States for  suppor t.
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Any r eal settlement  of the Arab-Is rael i conflict that  reduces  the need for  a big 
mil itar y machine will lessen the Arab countries’ intere st in and need for Soviet 
mate riel.  This could reduce Soviet posture in the a rea.

On the  other hand, a mil itary confron tation conta ins many risks and  dangers 
for  Russia.  If  she par tici pates direc tly in such a war, she risks  a bigger war. If  
she does not ent er the fray , she risks being thrown out of the area .

At some point, the costs of Soviet involvement in the Middle Ea st will have 
to be expla ined to the people in the  Soviet Union. So far,  the ir economic and  
mil itary involvement has produced lit tle  real socialism and even fewer tangible 
resu lts.

These risk s and oppo rtuni ties aside , the  Soviet Union would, it seems, pre fer  /
a polit ical solution of the  Arab-Is rael  conflict that  would give the  Soviet Union 
credit in th e Arab world and give the United  S tates nothing.

ASP ECT S OF PRESENT SOVIET POLIC Y

The Soviet Union is pursuing—not a policy of mil itary conquest—but a poli
tica l s trat egy  designed to weaken U.S. influence and  es tabli sh the Soviet Union as 
the preeminent power in the Middle Eas t. In  pursu it of this  stra tegy , the  Soviet 
Union will use propaganda, diplomacy, economic and  mil itary aid  and, to a 
lesser  degree, local Marx ists. At the same time, the Russians have shown reluc
tance to get into a situat ion  which would pi t Soviet forces again st the  United 
States .

Much of present Soviet policy in the  Middle Ea st is ambiguous and in flux, 
although the  Russians do have some wel l-ar ticulated posi tions. But wha t remains 
most difficult for the Soviet Union is to determine  how peace in the Middle E ast  
can be achieved and her  interests mainta ined at  the  same time.

The Soviet Union supp orts  U.N. Resolution 242 and  considers the resolu tion 
the basis  for  peace in the  Middle East. But in her int erp retation of Resolut ion 
242, she emphasizes, along with the  Arab  State s, the immediate need for Israel i 
withdrawal from occupied ter rito ries, including Jerusalem . Her  con tinued  call for 
a ju st  and last ing peace in the Middle Ea st is usually, however, coupled with a 
denu ncia tion of the “dangerous” American -Israeli alliance which prevents  peace.

While the Soviet Union did, in early 1970, become increas ingly friendly toward 
the Palestine Liberation Movement, she was before 1970 and  is now giving 
litt le active financial or mil itary suppor t to the movement although the Soviet 
Union does deem it necessary for any Middle East peace settl ement to bring  
jus tice  to the  Palestinean people. Obviously, the  Russ ians adopted a “wait-and- 
see” at tit ud e toward the gue rril la movement and  wanted to supp ort the move
ment only if i t succeeded.

The Soviet Union’s relat ions with  Israel have been both weak and  strong, de
pending on many rela ted facto rs. Although Russia gave Isr ael early recogni
tion and  supp ort in 1948, rela tions have deteriora ted  since the late 1950’s. In 
sho rt the re is no g rea ter  ana thema for  the  Communist movement in general and 
the  Soviet Union in pa rti cu lar  than  pan-na tiona lisms , like pan-Turanism, pan- 
Islam ism or Zionism—all of which appe al to segments of the Soviet popula tion. *
The Soviet Union finds i t difficult to accommodate the goals of the Zionist move
ment and  the  gre ate r the appea l of Zionism to Soviet Jewry, the  gre ate r the 
tensions in Sovie t-Israel relat ions.

In recent years the Soviet Union found  it usefu l to have be tte r re lations w ith th e f
Arab Sta tes and  since 1967 she has had no rela tions with  Israel. The lack of such 
ties, however, has limited the Soviet Union’s abi lity  to be an  honest broker in 
peace negot iations—a role she played so skillfully in the mid-1960's in the  In 
dian-Pakistan  dispute . In  the las t couple of months, the re has been many Israeli-  
Soviet contacts and increased Israeli-Soviet rela tions seem na tura l and im
minent. Renewed rela tions might  be a harbinger  of a Soviet peace init iat ive  in 
the  Middle East.

While the Soviet Union was a firm suppor ter of Dr. Gun nar Ja rr ing's  peace 
mission, her  enthusiasm for  the  U.S. peace ini tia tive for  an interim  Egypt ian- 
Israeli agreement has  been minimal. Whereas the United Sta tes has  maintained  
th at  final Egyptian-Is rael i fro ntiers  must be decided by the  parties themselves, 
the Soviet Union demands that  the  Gaza strip . Sharni al-Sha.vkh, and  al l of  S inai 
be return ed to Egypt. The Soviet Union continually chides the  United  States for  
calling for peace while simultaneously  supporting Isr ael mil itar ily.
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The frust rations of all peace efforts since 1967 suggest tha t there will be no 
settlement until  the United States and the Soviet Union recognize each other’s 
legitimate interests in the Middle Eas t and cooperate on the ground rules of 
peace negotiations. Such cooperation will not win the trust of the parties to the 
dispute unless both powers have good working relations with all parti es to the 
dispute and each power is willing not to impose a peace nor to seek personal 
political gain from such a peace. But while the United States has looked with 
favor on improved Israeli-Soviet relations, the Russians have publicly warned 
Arab regimes about contacts with the United States  because only Russia, they 
say, will bring Arabs the peace they want.

j  Unfortunately, milita ry buildups in the region and the lack of any arms control
efforts have helped to hamper peace efforts much more than any rhetoric. While 
France and Israe l might have been responsible for the initi al phases of the arms 
race in the Middle Eas t in the early 1950’s, the Soviet Union supplied the Arab 
world with about $2 billion worth of military  hardw are up to 1967, and in the 2

' years subsequent to the June  1967 "war, the Soviet Union equalled tha t figure.
Over th at same period, 1954 to 1967, Russia extended about $2 billion worth of 
economic credits, only about hal f of which were claimed. This means tha t Soviet 
military aid has been about four times economic assistance. There have been 
indications recently that  Lebanon might become the eleventh Arab country to 
seek Soviet milita ry assistance. This assistance to the Arab world, combined with 
the Soviet Union’s naval buildup in the Mediterranean in the la st 3 years, raises 
justifiable questions as to  what the Soviet Union wishes to accomplish in the area .

The Soviet Union’s policy toward her various Arab friends, however, does not 
provide a useful index of hei’ ultimate goals in the area. Her continued and 
continual delicate exchanges with and warnings to Arab leaders support the 
hypothesis tha t her position is fragile and changed circumstances tomorrow 
could eliminate many of her gains in the Arab world today. The Soviet Union 
emphasizes her support for Egypt, its new President Anwar al-Sadat, and 
Egypt’s “positive role in the Arab world and in the international arena .’’ Such 
words of praise are less forthcoming in Soviet commentaries on the more un
stable regimes in Syria and Iraq, to say nothing of Soviet reluctance to become 
tied to the regimes in Yemen, South Yemen, Libya, and the Sudan—her other 
so-called Arab Socialist friends.

The May 1971 Soviet-Egyptian Treaty of Friendship and Cooperation reaffirms 
Soviet respect for Egypt as the leading Arab country but it is still too early to 
conclude whether the trea ty served as a basis for more arms deliveries or in
creased Soviet presence in Egypt.

Russia’s st rong support for President al-Sadat and Egypt has not extended to 
the recent move toward a Federation of Arab Republics—which will include, at 
least initially, Egypt, Syria, and Libya. Ever since 1958, Russia has shown a 
degree of disdain for Arab nationalism. She did not like the 1958-61 union of 
Syria and Egypt because her relations with and control over these states  suf
fered. Indeed, the handw riting  on the wall suggests tha t the greater the inter-

> Arab State cooperation, the less the need fo r Soviet support. The converse is also
true.

CONCLUSION

The greatest question marks concerning current Soviet policy in the Middle 
’ East  ar e: Firs t, does the Soviet Union want war. peace, or stalemate on the

Arab-Israe li issue; second, how far  will the Russians go to protect their  con
ception of thei r intere sts in the ar ea ; and third, how is Middle Eas t policy de
cided in the Soviet Union. The institut ionalization of Soviet presence has meant 
as mentioned above, that bureaucracies in Russia have a stake in Soviet presence 
in the Arab world. But the coats of the hawks and doves in the Kremlin remain 
obscure as do any differences within Soviet leadership on Middle East  policy. 
As Soviet mi litary and economic investment in the area  continues without tangi
ble results, there  will be a growing pressure in the Soviet Union to reevaluate
the re lative benefits of this heavy financial commitment.

The Soviet Union has accomplished a lot in the Middle Eas t dur ing a period of 
stalemate on the Arab-Israel issue : The Russians have an extensive mil itary  and 
economic presence and stake  the re ; they are a Mediterranean power for the first 
time in their  his tor y; United States and Western influence has been dimin ished;



and they have improving rela tions with two neighbors, Ira n and Turkey, which 
were formerly enemies.

If the Soviet Union opts for continuing her present policies, it means tha t 
the Russians  have fewer apprehensions about a stalemate in the Arab-Israel 
conflict than about war or peace. While the Soviet Union does want  the Suez 
Canal open, it is opposed to an interim  settlement tha t gives the United States 
credit. A final settlement poses greater potential problems. It  would, in their  
eyes, remove the major incentives tha t att rac t the Arabs to the Soviet Union 
today—Arab quest for m ilitary  supplies and  pol itical support in t he Arab-Israeli  
conflict. War also presents a grave altern ative for Russia’s position ; war is 
costly; an Arab defeat is embarrassing; and a confrontation with the United 
States should be avoided at all costs.

A stalemat e in the Middle East  makes th e Soviet Union less apprehensive only 
because i t represents the statu s quo. From the Russian viewpoint, th ere is little  
need to rock the boat if they can persuade  the Arabs not to pursue war and if 
they cannot project what their  role would be in the Middle E ast in peacetime. It 
would seem, then, that  the Russians, in reaching the tentati ve conclusion tha t 
there is no need to rush to a settlement, are operating agains t the better interest s 
of th eir Arab clients and the United States. The l atte r delights t he Soviet Union, 
but there is no assurance tha t the Arabs will continue to view the Middle East  
the Soviet way. The implications of a continued stalemate are many: the Soviet 
Union will continue to refuse to enter into any arms control agreement in the 
a re a; U.S. interests might be fu rthe r dimin ished; and the Soviet Union will con
tinue to have predominant influence in the Arab world. However, this situation  
which the Russians might covet so much at present depends on their  precarious 
relations with their  Arab clients, the Arab resolve to make peace and the success 
of negotiations for  a se ttlement.

At present the interes ts of the Soviet Union and the United States in the 
Middle Eas t are both similar  and dissimilar.  The Soviet Union’s interests  are 
much more strategic and militar y and less economic, hence her concern over her 
influence in the Middle E ast  in peacetime. The U.S. intere sts are more economic 
and cultu ral and less str ictly  military. Both have highly poli tical interests when 
the Middle East  is seen in terms of global strategy and communications. And 
the symbols of influence and prestige in the a rea are many. While the Aswan Dam 
in Egypt and the Tabqa Dam under construction in Syria have won the Soviet 
Union many plaudits, the role of t he American University of Beirut and several 
U.S. supported educational institu tions  in Israe l and Egypt in building present 
and futu re elites cannot be un derestimate d.

At the present there are also differences in strategy; the Soviet Union has, 
to date, pursued her intere sts in the Middle East  by supporting the Arabs while 
the United States has strived  to m aintain  a balance between Israe l and the Arab 
States. The greate r successes of the Soviet Union recently might suggest th at bal
anced policies do not bring success. However, recent realizatio ns by the Soviet 
Union tha t it must improve its relation s with Israe l, if she is to be an honest 
broker or mediator in the  Middle Ea st conflict and play the mediating role Russia 
likes to play internatio nally, suggest only short-term gains can be made by choos
ing sides and long-term interests necessita te great er options and more balance.

Recent politics in Asia would indicate tha t another force must be entered into 
the big power equation in the Middle East. China, with interes ts in many Arab 
countries and a declared policy of support for Palestine resistance groups" might 
well challenge Russia in the one area  of t he third world where the Soviet Union 
lias gained substan tial access and influence. For the United States, such a situa 
tion can only increase her options in an area where they seem to be running 
out quickly. We have, moreover, alread y seen in the last couple of months the 
effect of Presiden t Nixon’s proposed trip  to Peking in the diplomatic map of 
Asia. And we may well see in the coming months a changed diplomatic may in 
the Middle East. In an area  where politics have been dominated by the confronta
tion of two powers, the increased presence of a third power from'Europe or Asia 
can only reduce tensions.
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